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Careers are increasingly understood to be agentic. Therefore, individual motivation is now 
critically important to career development. Yet, the motivational, agentic, aspect of career 
development is still under-theorized. Existing concepts that refer to agentic control combine 
motivation, values, behaviours, emotions, and even contextual factors. These compound 
constructs are effective for predicting career outcomes, but they do not allow a direct 
examination of motivation alone. By conceptualizing motivation as a strictly cognitive construct 
following the established understanding of psychological empowerment, I develop a new scale 
of career empowerment that predicts additional variance above and beyond several existing 
career scales.  
Based on a multi-stage study and data from seven samples (N = 1240), I establish a measure to 
capture individual cognitions of agentic control over one’s career. The results of a series of 
analyses reveal the multidimensional nature of the construct, which consists of seven factors: 
self-determination, competence, impact, meaning, focus, growth, and relationships. I 
demonstrate the convergent and discriminant validity of the instrument, as well as its criterion-
related incremental validity. Finally, I explore the antecedents and outcomes of career 
empowerment, including proactive career behaviours as well as subjective and objective career 
success. Overall, this work presents a new multidimensional cognitive-motivational construct 
that contributes to career theory and practice. 









Summary for Lay Audience 
 
 
Individual motivation is now critically important to career development, yet it is still under-
theorized.  In this thesis I develop and test of a new construct named career empowerment, which  
is a motivational cognitive construct which predicts proactive career behaviours and careers 
outcomes. Career empowerment consists of seven factors: self-determination, competence, 
impact, meaning, focus, growth, and relationships. In my research program I conducted a series 
of qualitative and quantitative studies where I first developed the construct, then I created and 
tested a reliable and valid instrument to measure it. Finally, I identified the cognitive factors that 
predict career empowerment and its consequences, namely self-management career behaviours, 
and career outcomes including employability, mental health and subjective and objective career 
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Thesis Motivation and Overview 
Over the last thirty years, both scholars and practitioners have portrayed careers as increasingly 
agentic (Hall & Las Heras, 2012). Inkson claims that “the career development movement has 
always adopted an agency approach to careers” (2007, p.79). Tams and Arthur define career 
agency “as a process of work-related social engagement, informed by past experiences and future 
possibilities, through which an individual invests in his or her career” (2010, p. 630). In general, 
career theories assume that individuals strive for career success as the ultimate outcome of career 
development (Spurk et al., 2019) and act proactively to fulfill their personal career goals 
(Sullivan & Baruch, 2009). However, individuals show great variation in their ability to achieve 
the career success that they want, and an important component of this variation can be explained 
by motivation, i.e., the willingness to exert effort to achieve career goals. Such motivation is 
grounded in cognitions that form a sense of being in control over career behaviours and resulting 
outcomes. Agency and control are fundamental concepts in the field of organizational behaviour 
and core to central theories of motivation (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015), particularly self-
determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019) and social cognitive theory 
(SCT; Bandura, 1986, 1989). However, the issue of agency and control in careers has been 
under-theorized, and research on motivation theory is stagnant. 
Although the idea that people have control over their careers is integral to many career theories, 
it is rarely studied in isolation. Career theories refer to agency either by implicit assumptions 
(Arthur et al., 1999) or by integrating it into complex concepts (e.g., sustainable careers; Van Der 
Heijden & De Vos, 2015); however, a focused investigation of the topic is still lacking. Attempts 
to explore the role of agency in career behaviour (Bell & Staw, 1989; Guest & Rodrigues, 2015; 
Van Der Heijden & De Vos, 2015) are fragmented and in need of a coherent nomological 
framework. Guest and Rodrigues (2015) highlight this research gap as an omission that needs to 
be addressed and call for researchers to explicitly examine ideas of control in career research. To 
contribute to filling this gap, I propose a new construct that predicts proactive career-related 
behaviours and provides a motivational perspective on agentic control of careers. 
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In this chapter, I explain the need to explicitly theorize agentic control in careers. I begin the 
chapter by presenting the current theoretical perspectives on careers, which often assume agency 
but rarely test this assumption (Section 1.1). Next, I discuss the topic of motivation in careers, 
including its original conceptualization and the current state of the field, which justifies a new 
theoretical approach (Section 1.2). I then introduce psychological empowerment as a 
motivational construct that can be adapted to enrich career theory (Section 1.3). I finish this 
chapter by identifying the potential theoretical contributions of developing a new motivational 
construct of career empowerment and provide an overview of the main parts of the dissertation 
(Section 1.4). 
 
1.1 Current Theoretical Perspectives on Careers 
Explicit theorizing on agency is increasingly necessary as career theories have shifted from 
focusing on organization-based careers to self-managed careers and linked career outcomes more 
closely with an individual’s ability to control their career (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015; Tams & 
Arthur, 2010). This new generation of theories reflects the dynamic and turbulent reality of the 
work world but assumes that the individual is an active force who makes career decisions with 
full agency. For example, the boundaryless career theory (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996) explores 
how people move across organizations; the protean career theory (Hall, 1996) shows how people 
drive their careers in search for fulfillment; and the KCM (Mainiero & Sullivan, 2005) is focused 
on personal needs—specifically, authenticity, balance, and challenge—that might become more 
salient during different life stages and drive career decisions. The sustainable career framework 
(Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015) includes agency as one of its four essential components and 
posits that careers are shaped over time by the choices that individuals make, acknowledging that 
people are the owners of their careers. While career success and career sustainability are 
prominent topics in current research (Akkermans & Kubasch, 2017), the key factors in 
maintaining successful and sustainable careers are often considered personal capabilities, for 
example, career adaptability (Savickas, 1997) and employability (Fugate et al., 2004). However, 
this perspective does not fully explain passive behaviours and the negative outcomes of some 
career behaviours, such as career entrenchment (Carson et al., 1996), career plateauing (Chao, 
1990), and occupational regret (Budjanovcanin et al., 2019). Verbruggen and De Vos (2020) 
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propose a theory of career inaction based on the psychology of doing nothing. Baruch and Vardi 
(2016) discuss how many prominent career theories are positively biased and neglect the 
potential dark side of careers. Thus, a close examination and questioning of the underlying 
assumptions of career theories will lead to a more balanced view of careers that is grounded in 
reality. 
 
1.2 Motivation in Career Theory 
London (1983, p.620) defined career motivation as “the set of individual characteristics and 
associated career decisions and behaviors that reflect the person's career identity, insight into 
factors affecting his or her career, and resilience in the face of unfavorable career conditions.” In 
this view, career motivation is conceptualized as a multidimensional construct that consists of 
career identity (how much people define themselves by their work), career insight (how realistic 
and clear their career goals are), and career resilience (how much people are able to adapt to 
changing circumstances). These three components mirror the widely accepted components of 
motivation: career identity is the direction of motivation, insight is the intensity, and resilience is 
the persistence component (Noe et al., 1990).  
Although London’s model was intended to reflect motivation in regard to careers, there are a few 
issues with the conceptualization of the model, and consequently with the instruments that were 
intended to measure it. The first component of the model is career identity, which is 
encompassed in work involvement (e.g. involvement in the current job, identification with the 
organization, professional orientation etc.) and desire for upward mobility (e.g. need for 
advancement, need for dominance, financial motivation etc.). Thus, this component is focused in 
the current job, which differs from the definition of careers as a sequence of jobs and therefore 
does not fully apply to it; in addition it is mostly relevant to managers and implies vertical 
progression, thus not being inclusive and reflecting various career patterns, which become more 
prominent. The second component, career insight, refers to goal setting and clarity of goals, 
expectations and decision making. This component is important to career theory, as career 
development requires decision making in different time points, and it is a key factor that is 
necessary to preserve in models and measure precisely. The third component of career resilience 
is also important, but its place in the model is not argued well. While defined as resistance to 
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career disruptions, career resilience is theorized to include multiple factors that are different: 
self-efficacy, adaptability, need for autonomy, need for achievement, need for creativity, work 
standards, development orientation, risk taking, need for security, tolerance for uncertainty, 
competitiveness, need for approval and more. It is possible that these factors could belong to 
more than one dimension and there is a need for a more fine-grained theorizing. In addition, 
some of these factors should not be a part of motivation but could belong elsewhere in its 
nomological network: for example, adaptability can be an outcome or an antecedent of 
resilience, or there could be a reciprocal relationship between the two. Lumping so many factors 
into one dimension limits the applicability of the model as a whole. In addition, while the lable 
of this component is “resilience”, it is possible that resilience is a separate construct that is 
related to motivation but not included in it. The desire to include so many factors in one model 
resulted in abundance of measures, resulting in a further fragmentation of the theory.  
While London started his measure development with an assessment centre (1985), based on his 
model, Noe et al. (1990) developed an alternative measure of career motivation and tested 
correlations between career motivation and a few work-related factors, such as career stage, 
distance from career goals, work role salience, and managerial support. The authors found the 
strongest relationships between work role salience and motivation, as well as between job 
characteristics and career motivation. In parallel, London proposed his own measure (1993). 
Both instruments were based on the same framework, which is more oriented to the current 
workplace and has special interest in managers rather than all employees (or those currently 
unemployed). This line of research has not been substantially developed over the years, and in 
1997, London and Noe proposed an integrative summary of the state of research, with 
suggestions for future research directions. These suggestions focused on correlations between 
career motivation and organizational characteristics and outcomes, rather than on individual 
decision-making, and had not been linked to personal agency: for example, the authors suggested 
examining potential relationships with job demands, changes in psychological contract and work 
relationships (however, they also referred briefly to individual potential correlates in the form of 
physiological factor such as genetics and drug intake, cognitive ability and belonging to special 
populations). The main suggestion for developing the concept of career motivation is 
establishing the construct validity of the multiple instruments, assessment of the theoretical 
model and testing its applicability. 
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An interesting attempt to conceptualize an equivalent construct to career motivation, labelled as 
“career commitment” was done by Blau (1985) who defined it as “one's attitude towards one's 
profession or vocation” (p.248) but in fact used it to test London’s (1983) model of career 
motivation on a sample of nurses. This label was later used by Carson and Bedeian (1994) who 
provided their own version of career commitment also using London’s (1983) model, 
conceptualizing career commitment as “one's motivation to work in a chosen vocation” (p. 240).  
There is some overlap between the constructs, in that all of them refer to specific work roles and 
not to a longer time horizon. Yet, in an empirical study, Carson and Bedeian’s (1994) measure 
did not converge with London’s (1993) and Noe et al.’s (1990) instruments, suggesting that these 
measures captured somewhat different ideas, and that career commitment does not necessarily 
represent motivation as originally conceptualized. King’s (1997) work also refers to career 
motivation as commitment, relying more on the ideas of Allen and Meyer (1990) on 
organizational commitment, linking career motivation even more strongly with organizations 
rather than with individual career development. Lack of motivation is mentioned briefly as one 
sub-category of career decision-making difficulties, under a broader category of lack of readiness 
(Gati et al., 1996) within an educational/counselling context focusing on young adults entering 
the workforce. The concept of motivation is not explained in the model, and in general is 
disconnected from the prior literature on motivation, demonstrating the fragmented state of 
research on the topic.  
Despite the important role of motivation in proactive behaviours, empirical investigations of 
proactive career decision-making and goal-setting have not developed substantially in the last 
two decades (Greco & Kraimer, 2020). In addition, a recent theoretical stream investigates career 
resilience as a separate construct (Lyons et al., 2015; Mishra & McDonald, 2017), which 
suggests that the three dimensions of identity, insight, and resilience might not be related to a 
common construct and that there is a need for an updated theory of career motivation. In spite of 
the attempts to conceptualize career commitment as a revised version of career motivation, this 
concept was still building on London’s (1983) model without developing it further. This 
deficiency is reflected in the state of the current research, where in lieu of a specific career 
motivation theory and measurement, related theories are used, e.g., goal-setting theory (Baethge 
et al., 2017), self-efficacy (Guan et al., 2016), or combinations of self-efficacy, goals, and 
positive affect (Hirschi et al., 2017). Due to the scarcity and fragmentation of research on career 
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motivation, I argue that this research area could potentially benefit from new ideas and 
reconceptualization. 
 
1.3 Psychological Empowerment as a Basis for New Career Motivation Theory 
In building the argument for a reconceptualization of career motivation, I suggest employing the 
motivational construct of psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995), which has produced a 
substantial body of research in the field of organizational behaviour. Psychological 
empowerment is a cognitive-motivational construct that represents a sense of control that 
individuals have in their workplace. In this framework, individual cognitions of one’s control 
embody motivation, which is then manifested in proactive behaviours in regard to a specific job 
within a specific workplace. Research in organizational behaviour shows that psychological 
empowerment predicts various employee attitudes and behaviours, such as job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and performance, in addition to reducing strain and turnover 
(D’Innosenzo et al., 2016; Liden et al., 2000; Seibert et al., 2011; Spreitzer et al., 1997; Zhu & 
Avolio, 2004). Psychological empowerment is also a leading construct in motivation theory. 
Here I propose that the idea of cognitions of individual agentic control, as suggested by 
psychological empowerment, may have similar value in advancing career theory, and 
specifically, research on motivation in careers. It is important to note that the idea of 
empowerment has been previously mentioned in the context of career motivation and 
development (Baruch, 1998; London, 1993), but in regard to practices of empowering employees 
by supervisors or other role holders, which is often referred to as “structural empowerment.” The 
concept of psychological empowerment and the proposed concept of career empowerment are 
cognitive constructs that may or may not align with the employer’s empowerment practices; 
hence, they may add value in explaining motivation and behaviour. 
 
1.4 Anticipated Theoretical Contributions and Thesis Overview 
1.4.1 Career Empowerment as Career Motivation 
The overarching aim of this thesis is to elaborate the role of agentic control in career theory, thus 
closing a research gap highlighted by Guest and Rodrigues (2015). While agency and control are 
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assumed or integrated in many leading career theories, few studies do so explicitly, explaining 
and measuring these concepts in order to fully account for them. The present work defines the 
role of agentic control as a motivational construct which predicts a wide range of career-related 
proactive behaviours. I develop a strictly cognitive construct that represents subjective ideas that 
are open to purposeful changes in order to achieve desirable goals, as opposed to emotions. Yet, 
this construct is multidimensional, which allows us to see agentic control as a more nuanced 
concept that integrates key motivation theories with career models. Career empowerment is 
grounded mostly in SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019), covering the three basic 
needs according to that theory: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. The inclusion of a 
relational aspect in a career motivation theory complements current views on career 
development, such as social capital (Seibert et al., 2001), networks (Wolff & Moser, 2009), and 
work-life interface (Marcinkus Murphy & Kram, 2010). 
By developing a construct that explains motivation in terms of cognitions of control, I extend the 
discussion of motivation in careers, which has been stagnant but is greatly needed in practice. 
Career empowerment has been found to predict career behaviours and career success above and 
beyond many previously existing constructs, thus demonstrating theoretical value. Career 
practitioners often point out a need for evidence-based tools for counselling, especially when 
working with clients who lack motivation. Finally, even laypeople can find value in an accessible 
framework to assess their own motivation. 
Following the conceptualization of career empowerment in an empirical qualitative study, I 
develop and validate an instrument to measure it. After establishing the facets of career 
empowerment, I generate an item pool and test it in a series of factor analyses, until I reach a 
parsimonious set of 21 items that represent the construct well and have good psychometric 
properties. I demonstrate the convergent and discriminant validity of the career empowerment 
scale and its criterion-related validity in regard to a broad array of proactive career behaviours. 
The finding that career empowerment cognitions predict incremental variance above and beyond 
prior measures provides strong evidence for the value of a focused yet multidimensional measure 




1.4.2 Thesis Overview 
The rest of this thesis is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, I review the literature on current 
career theories that assume individual agency but do not address it explicitly. I then discuss a few 
works that try to identify the role of agency and control in careers and explain how career 
empowerment builds on and extends these attempts. In Chapter 3, I conceptualize career 
empowerment and distinguish it from prior measures that somehow refer to motivation and 
control in careers. In Chapters 4-6 I describe the series of studies in which I conceptualized the 
construct and developed a valid and reliable measure for it. I discuss each study in detail, 
including the samples used, the study design, and procedures and findings for each phase. More 
specifically, in Chapter 4, I describe the qualitative study in which I identified the dimensions of 
career empowerment; in Chapter 5, I describe the multi-stage measure development study and 
the finalized instrument; and in Chapter 6, I develop hypotheses regarding the predicted 
antecedents and consequences of career empowerment and describe the methodology and results 
for the study in which I tested these hypotheses. Finally, in Chapter 7, I summarize the empirical 





Literature Review and Identifying the Research Gap 
In this section I outline the theoretical developments in the study of careers to show how the 
focus of career research has shifted from an organizational point of view that emphasizes the 
importance of roles to an individual perspective of a person’s career journey over time. With this 
shift, the importance of personal agency as an explanatory factor of career behaviour has become 
stronger.  
 
2.1 Careers Defined 
Unlike many other concepts in organizational behaviour and human resources, the concept of 
“career” is often used in everyday speech (Kidd, 2006), with a similar meaning to “vocation” and 
“occupation”; yet, it has developed into a legitimate academic field, leading to a plethora of 
diverse definitions that reflect different aspects of career (see Patton & McMahon, 2006). 
However, most of these definitions agree that the most essential factors to the concept of career 
are the notion of work and a sense of progress over time (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Patton & 
McMahon, 2006). This notion differentiates career from the concept of “job,” which is often 
used to describe a set of tasks (Baker, 2016). Here I will use the widely accepted definition of 
career as “the evolving sequence of a person’s work experiences over time” (Arthur et al., 1989, 
p.8), which includes both the work and the progress aspects.  
The need to study careers was explained by Arthur and Rousseau (1996), who argued that a 
career depicts a person, which is the elementary unit of the organization, so that careers have 
economic and social outcomes. In addition to their economic implications, work and careers also 
play a significant role in a person’s life, which entails multiple possibilities, many of which are 
positive: work and careers help the individual to create and convey a sense of identity, to reflect 
their purpose in life, to express human potential, and to stretch that potential by providing growth 
opportunities (Hall & Las Heras, 2012). Hence, careers studies are congruent with the positive 
organizational scholarship approach, which explores positive aspects of work (Cameron et al., 
2003), because of its positive associations with human possibilities and lifelong development 
(Hall & Las Heras, 2012).  
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Looking back at the state of the field, career theory can be considered as an interdisciplinary 
domain that explores different points of view, such as sociological, historical, economic, and 
psychological (Arthur et al., 1989). There is an abundance of research on objective aspects of 
careers, such as promotions, compensation, and task attributes (Arthur et al., 2005; Hall & Las 
Heras, 2012; Weick, 1996), leading career scholars to call for more attention to the less studied 
subjective aspects, e.g., individual perceptions, experiences, and evaluations (Arthur et al., 2005; 
Hall & Las Heras, 2012). Many different scholars have investigated the question of how exactly 
careers unfold and what drives them. In the next sections, I present a few of the prominent career 
theories that indicate the importance of better understanding individual agency and control in 
careers, followed by a discussion of the relationship between agency and enactment as related to 
careers. 
 
2.2 Key Perspectives on Career Theory 
2.2.1 A Brief History  
In the past, career trajectories were quite simple, as choices were limited and occupations often 
ran within a family, from father to son and mother to daughter (Laband & Lentz, 1983). 
However, the 20th century brought dramatic changes to this field. One of the central theories that 
acknowledges the importance of interpersonal differences for careers was Holland’s (1985a) 
hexagonal (RIASEC) model. According to this model, a person will choose an occupation based 
on individual characteristics, interests, and preferences. This early attempt opened the discussion 
about the need to fit the occupation to a person, and more importantly, it implied that individuals 
actually make a decision regarding their own career. However, this model did not take into 
account multiple factors like the changing nature of this fit, the job market, and the wider 
environment.  
The next group of theories shifted towards societal factors that affect career decisions, inspired 
by Bandura’s social learning theory (1977) and social cognitive theory (SCT, 1986). Following 
theoretical developments that acknowledged the influence of factors such as one’s family and the 
wider society (Betz & Hackett, 1981; Krumboltz et al., 1976; Law, 1981), Lent et al. (1994) 
theorized that individual occupational interests are formed by a combination of perceived self-
efficacy and outcome expectations. In their social cognitive career theory (SCCT), social factors 
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serve as sources for the cognitive concept of self-efficacy: they provide feedback and support 
from influential others and form expected outcomes. This information that comes from external 
sources feeds the individual’s sense of self-efficacy, which in turn affects their career choices; 
for example, individuals may become convinced that they are low achievers and have no reason 
to aspire to a demanding job or believe that their background limits their chances for success 
even if they work very hard. In general, the common idea in these theories is that social factors 
play a significant role in individual career decision-making, but they are not the only source of 
influence and often interact with one’s self-efficacy—which can be linked to personal agency. A 
contemporary concept to the SCCT (Lent et al., 1994) was the cognitive information processing 
(CIP) approach (Peterson et al., 1996). Similar to Holland (1985a), this theory assumes rational 
decision-making by the individual based on self-awareness and self-regulation; little attention is 
given to the context as it puts individual control in the centre. Gottfredson’s (2002) theory of 
circumvention and compromise also emphasises the role of society and social identity, this time 
as factors that may limit occupational choices. 
Another important stream of theories was dedicated to processes over time. Super’s (1957, 1980) 
life-span, life-space theory proposed that a career decision does not have to be one for life and 
that during the lifetime, multiple choices can be made as a person matures and life roles change. 
Building on Super’s (1957, 1980, 1990) concepts, Savickas (2002, 2005) introduced his career 
construction theory that extends the idea of developing careers over the lifetime and links it to 
the realities of the 21st century using 16 propositions that connect contextual factors to individual 
factors and to vocational behaviour. A key insight of career construction theory is its focus on 
the dimension of meaning: multiple times during their careers, people will have to interpret their 
career behaviours and impose meaning on their vocational choices. The central concepts in this 
theory are “life themes” (the core self that guides them and provides motivation and meaning), 
“vocational personality” (abilities, values, and interests that are affected by the social 
environment), and “career adaptability” (adapting one’s self-concept to the socially prescribed 
work environment). The process of adaptation involves a set of attitudes, beliefs, and 
competencies, namely, concern about one’s vocational future, increasing personal control over 
vocational future, curiosity to explore possible options, and confidence to pursue goals. 
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Another way to look at career theories is through the lens of social circumstances that dictated 
the focuses of research at different time points. Hall (2002) categorizes the eras of career 
research by decades. In the 1950s the focus was occupations. The 1970s were interested in more 
specific roles (jobs). The 1980s revolved around organizations. The 1990s brought a major 
paradigm shift from the organizations to the individual. This shift is often explained by the 
change in economic trends, when organizations became loosely coupled, and could not promise 
security and employment stability to employees anymore, thus changing the psychological 
contract between firms and employees. Employees, who were expected to provide loyalty in 
exchange for job security, needed to take their fate into their own hands. The psychological 
contract changed such that firms would provide employees with work experiences and growth 
opportunities to remain marketable, while employees would provide current performance on the 
job (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019). The idea of employees being responsible for themselves is 
reflected in the notion of “career capital” that each individual builds, also known as the theory of 
the “intelligent career”. This theory was proposed by Arthur et al. (1995), based on the 
competency-based view of the firm (the “intelligent enterprise”), which is translated to 
individual careers. The competencies of the firm are its intangible resources: culture, know-how, 
and networks. For the individual career, the three key career competencies are “knowing why” 
(identification with the employing firm’s culture), “knowing how” (skills and knowledge), and 
“knowing whom” (interpersonal relationships inside and outside the firm). As this idea applies 
only to people within organizations, Baruch and Vardi (2016) question to what extent employees 
are in charge of their careers if organizations have power over whom to employ (especially in 
occupational sectors outside of knowledge work). In addition, access to information and the 
social capital are beneficial, but also open a discussion on inequality and create additional 
barriers for people who do not have sufficient external resources. 
Continuing the trend of focus on individuals, two of the most influential perspectives on career 
development that emerged in the 1990s are the boundaryless career and the protean career. The 
term “boundaryless career” was coined by Arthur (1994) to describe a situation in which the 
individual does not rely anymore on organizational benevolence for promotion, but rather drives 
his/her own career through organizations and is able to be flexible in a constantly changing 
reality. The boundaryless career focuses on the individual rather than on the organization, such 
that the career becomes an “inter-organizational” concept, which in turn might cause changes to 
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organizations themselves. Later, Arthur and Rousseau (1996) explicitly posed the boundaryless 
career as the opposite of organizational careers (i.e., in a single organization) and named the six 
different boundaries, or traditions, that are being crossed: boundaries of employers, markets, 
networks, assumptions regarding advancement, work outside the home, and any other structural 
constraints.  
As the concept of boundaryless career continued to develop and become more complex, Sullivan 
and Arthur (2006) proposed an integrative framework in order to organize the different kinds of 
boundaryless careers on a two-dimensional space: physical mobility (the transition itself, be it 
across employers, jobs, or even industries) and psychological mobility (the individual’s 
perception of the ability to transit). This model allows differentiation between occupations that 
can be more or less open to change on each of the dimensions; for example, highly specialized, 
non-transferable knowledge (e.g., that possessed by engineers in a narrow field) reduces the 
opportunities for both physical and psychological mobility. The authors also proposed a few 
factors that may be related to the ability of different people to cross boundaries: career 
competency (knowledge that can enable career change); gender (because of traditional sex roles 
women are proposed to be less physically mobile, while men are proposed to be less 
psychologically mobile); cultural differences (individualistic cultures tend to promote physical 
mobility while collectivist cultures are more oriented towards psychological mobility); and 
individual differences in work values. These propositions communicate an idea that is a little 
more restrained than the original idea of “breaking all boundaries,” as crossing boundaries is not 
always possible to the same extent for all people. Similarly, Tams and Arthur (2010) emphasize 
that boundaryless careers do not imply full independence from the context, but rather career 
agency within the contextual constraints.  
Despite these clarifications, and despite the strong impact of boundaryless careers on reviving 
the conversation on career theory, this framework has been criticized for several issues. The first 
issue is inaccurate labelling, i.e., using the term boundaryless when actually meaning boundary-
crossing, as boundaries still exist. The other issues are ambiguity in the definition of boundaries; 
an implicit assumption of personal agency, which limits the application of the theory to less 
privileged groups of employees; the normalization of boundaryless careers as the dominant form 
of careers (as opposed to the traditional organizational careers that could still be relevant); and a 
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lack of empirical support for the abovementioned normalization (Inkson et al., 2012; Rodrigues 
& Guest, 2010). The lack of specific measures of boundaryless (as well as protean) career 
attitudes also limited the depth of the discussion, until targeted scales were developed by Briscoe 
et al. (2006). The call for bringing back the boundaries (Inkson et al., 2012) means that social 
and contextual boundaries should not be overlooked. On the contrary, they should be given 
special attention, especially in terms of the interaction between career agency and social 
structures. Baruch and Vardi (2016) discuss the dark side of this perspective. They note that 
while boundarylessness may be positive for some people, for others it may increase confusion, 
anxiety, and stress; and on the organizational level, it may lead to talent loss due to low 
commitment. Finally, Kost et al. (2020) question the applicability of boundaryless careers to the 
rising trend of gig economy, calling it “an oxymoron”: while there is a growing number of 
limited-term projects and work platforms that provide more flexibility and choice to individuals, 
this work format does not allow providing consistent support for employee development, which 
then limits the employees professional growth, and the result, their mobility. 
Another influential perspective, labelled the “protean” career, was proposed by Hall (1996). 
While psychological contracts between employers and employees are changing, in this complex 
and turbulent environment, the traditional “organizational” careers are now less relevant. Instead, 
a protean career (named after the Greek god Proteus, who could change shapes) is managed by 
the individual, in a process of continuous learning, when the outcome is subjective success (i.e., 
psychological success, which is a feeling of self-fulfillment) rather than objective success (Hall, 
1996). Thus, protean careers are self-directed and driven by personal values, and the core 
elements in this perspective are freedom and growth (Hall, 2004). There are two meta-
competencies that allow a person to be more protean: adaptability and self-awareness/a sense of 
identity (Hall, 2004). The freedom and self-management aspects imply agency and control, but 
do not refer to them directly, instead highlighting manifestations such as continuous learning (be 
open to new possibilities) and adaptability (be willing and ready to adapt). When one or both of 
the meta-competencies are missing, a person is less likely to be proactive. Specifically, under 
low self-awareness and high adaptability, a person might adapt to other people’s path instead of 
finding their own (“chameleon behaviour”), high self-awareness and low adaptability can lead to 
paralysis and blocking, and low self-awareness and low adaptability lead to rigidity and 
performing to orders (Hall, 2004).  
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Hall’s famous quote—“The career of the 21st century will be protean, a career that is driven by 
the person, not the organization, and that will be reinvented by the person from time to time, as 
the person and the environment change” (1996, p.8)—helped to push the discussion of careers 
forward so that the individual abilities such as proactive personality and employability (Fugate et 
al., 2004; Seibert et al., 2001) came into the spotlight. Yet, this perspective has limitations as 
well. First, it is not applicable to the full working society, as it is not appealing to change-averse 
individuals. Second, constant changes may cause additional stress and burnout as well as limit 
one’s ability to master a specific job before moving on to the next one, thus limiting chances for 
major achievements (Baruch & Vardi, 2016).  
The boundaryless and the protean approaches are often cited together, as there is some overlap 
between them: both emphasize individual control over one’s career, as well as flexibility, 
learning, and adaptability. However, they are still distinct: while the outcomes of the 
boundaryless career are actual transitions and the physical and psychological ability to make 
them, the protean career focuses on the subjective outcome—psychological success. A person 
can be in a protean mindset but not in a boundaryless mindset (e.g., staying in one workplace but 
having a sense of accomplishment as a result of self-directed decision-making) or vice versa 
(e.g., moving across boundaries but not attaining psychological satisfaction; Briscoe et al., 2006). 
However, integration attempts are common, especially in regard to measurement, developing 
separate scales and testing their incremental validity (Briscoe et al., 2006), and mutual 
influences, such as the combinations of protean and boundaryless careers into career profiles 
(Briscoe & Hall, 2006).  
One of the most recent career theories is the kaleidoscope career model (KCM, Mainiero, & 
Sullivan, 2005; Sullivan & Mainiero, 2007). Originating from a phenomenon of women opting 
out of organizational careers and pursuing other goals (e.g., through part-time jobs, 
entrepreneurship, self-development, hobbies and personal interests, family, etc.), the theory 
proposes that women see careers differently than men, rejecting the traditional linear progression 
in favour of creating their own paths. Its authors suggest that in contrast to the traditional 
separation between work and non-work roles, women tend to blend the roles and rotate them to 
fit with their life needs at the moment. This view is relational, since vocational choices are made 
in relation to other life roles, and it emphasizes the influence of context and gender, which was 
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often missing from the classic career theories, constructed with male employees in mind. 
According to the KCM, the three main needs that shift over time so that one becomes more 
salient and drives one’s career are authenticity (staying true to own values), balance (balancing 
multiple life roles), and challenge (learning and growth). Like the ideas of Super (1957, 1990) 
and Savickas (2002, 2005), it follows career development over the life span: in different life 
stages, a person can be more driven by the need for challenge (e.g., by taking more responsibility 
at work), the need for balance (stepping away to make time for other life goals), or the need for 
authenticity (e.g., changing jobs to find something that better fits the person’s values). It is 
important to note that while this theory stemmed from women’s point of view, it includes men 
and sees them as driven by the same needs, but in different timing patterns. While men seem to 
follow the alpha pattern (challenge, authenticity, balance), women tended towards the beta 
pattern (challenge, balance, authenticity) (Sullivan & Mainiero, 2007). In general, KCM shares 
assumptions with the protean and the boundaryless career theories regarding self-direction and 
agency in careers, although it has been noted that sometimes the changes that occur during the 
kaleidoscope career are not always be initiated by the individual but are the result of interaction 
between a person and a situation, and thus reactive to external events and context (Baruch & 
Vardi, 2016).  
Corresponding somewhat with the argument that current career theories often neglect the dark 
side of work (Baruch & Vardi, 2016), Blustein’s (2001, 2006, 2013) psychology of working 
perspective was developed as a critique for existing theories’ failure to recognize barriers and 
assumption that people necessarily have choice over how to engage in work. Factors that limit 
choice include gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability, and more. Hence, traditional 
career theories are not inclusive enough and neglect large sectors of the population, especially 
marginalized groups. A few core assumptions of the psychology of working perspective are: 
work is a central aspect of life and central to mental health; work and non-work experiences are 
intertwined and various contexts such as work not for pay (e.g., caregiving) should be included 
as work; and social, economical, and political forces are important forces that create barriers via 
their role in resource allocation. Interestingly, the psychology of working perspective connects to 
SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019) by stating that work may help fulfill the core 
human needs for power, social connection, and self-determination.  
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Van der Heijden and De Vos (2015) present a new broad perspective called sustainable careers, 
defined as “the sequence of an individual’s different career experiences, reflected through a 
variety of patterns of continuity over time, crossing several social spaces, and characterized by 
individual agency, herewith providing meaning to the individual” (p. 7). Sustainable careers are 
characterized by three main indicators: health, happiness, and productivity, suggesting that 
people who have a sustainable career are more productive in terms of work performance, are 
more employable, and report being more satisfied with their career progress as well as with life 
in general (Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015). The model of sustainable careers includes four 
main components: continuity over time (which may include periods of various formats of 
employment and unemployment), social space (i.e., multiple contexts), agency (choices made by 
individuals, but responsibility is shared between multiple stakeholders such as employers), and 
meaning (values assigned to career-related issues). This framework directly addresses the 
complex issues of vulnerable groups in the labour market, which is why it stresses the shared 
responsibility between individuals and organizations. By doing so, the authors allow discussions 
of career shocks that are likely to disrupt career sustainability for many individuals when both 
contextual and individual factors will shape the outcomes (De Vos et al., 2020; Van Der Heijden 
et al., 2020).  
2.2.2 Limitations of Existing Theories 
The new generation of career theories has an underlying assumption that boundaries do not limit 
individuals in their career journey and that they are free to make career decisions over their life 
course. However, as pointed out by the critics of this approach, this assumption may be due to 
labelling issues that created an impression that boundaries do not exist (Baruch & Vardi, 2016; 
Inkson et al., 2012; Rodrigues & Guest, 2010), while it might be more accurate to see the 
situation as a crossing of boundaries that are still there. In a way, these theories are detached 
from the social context that was central in socially grounded theories such as SCCT (Lent et al., 
1994). In practice, as noted earlier, boundaries—social or physical—still exist, for some people 
more than for others, and in the current state of the field it could be valuable to switch the 
discussion from objective boundaries to subjective ones, i.e., those that people create in their 
minds. Hence, I argue here that it is important to deepen the understanding of individual 
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cognitions and their interplay with contextual boundaries, which has implications for the society 
in general.  
First, the new generation of theories that focuses on individual needs and flexibility to drive the 
individual career path often has relatively privileged white-collar or knowledge workers in mind, 
thus limiting the theories’ applicability. While white-collar workers might indeed experience less 
immediate limitations, the larger society is comprised of other sectors, such as farmers, factory 
workers, caretakers, and more. These groups, who have less access to continuous development, 
might experience needs for survival and security and be marginalized by the theories that 
emphasize the desire for self-fulfillment and psychological outcomes in career-related decisions 
(Blustein, 2001). It is important that career theories be more inclusive and cover the full 
spectrum of occupations.  
Second, while calling for inclusivity in career theory, I acknowledge other contextual factors that 
might create career disruptions and barriers, such as immigration (Banerjee et al.,  2019; Reitz et 
al., 2014), which is associated with language and/or culture barriers, invalidation of foreign 
occupational credentials, and economic pressure, job loss, or bankruptcy (Latack & Dozier, 
1986); family conditions such as single parenting (Hancioglu & Hartmann, 2014); and 
disabilities (Abidi & Sharma, 2014; Villanueva-Flores et al., 2017). Yet, there is also ample 
evidence for people being proactive, overcoming difficulties (Jans et al., 2012; Jones-Morales & 
Konrad, 2018; Latack & Dozier, 1986), and turning threats into opportunities to learn, for 
example, through considering alternative career options (Žikić & Klehe, 2006; Žikić & 
Richardson, 2007) and/or entrepreneurship (Caldwell et al., 2016; Maritz & Laferriere, 2016). I 
argue that this evidence of people demonstrating different behaviours in similar conditions 
suggests possible interpersonal differences, which I predict can be explained by different 
cognitions and approaches to agency and control. I suggest that the way people perceive what 
they can and cannot do creates a separate set of limitations within the objective boundaries; 
while the latter may be quite wide and flexible, the internally created boundaries could have a 
strong impact on career behaviour. I propose to more deeply investigate the sense of agentic 
control, which deconstructs these internal boundaries, empowering people to fulfill their career 
potential rather than impose self-limitations. Agency is a key component of sustainable careers 
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(Van der Heijden and De Vos, 2015), which is the most popular contemporary integrative career 
theory. Understanding the unique role of agency will advance our understanding of careers. 
2.3. Agency and Control in Careers 
Early ideas on agency, or “capacity to direct one’s own’s behaviour” (Lent & Hackett, 1994), in 
careers were proposed by Betz & Hackett (1987), who described behavioural agency as a 
“constellation of behaviors that described the tendency of the individual to behave in ways that 
created rather than simply responded to educational and career opportunities” (p.300). This 
definition reflects a proactive approach to the environment. Agency in this view is not a pre-
condition to action but an outcome manifested in behaviours; the individuals assess their agency 
when they reflect on their actions. 
The notion of personal agency as a precursor to taking action goes back to the seminal work of 
Bell & Staw (1989), who frame it as a question of sculptor versus sculpture, arguing that while 
situational factors are important, people often act as sculptors of their own attitudes and 
behaviour, which warrants more attention to individual factors. This idea is especially salient in 
weak situations, which are less structured and more ambiguous, so that personal dispositions 
become more significant; however, when a person has a strong self-concept, even strong 
situations (when people tend to behave in similar ways) have less impact. Bell & Staw (1989) 
propose a model of “personal control,” that aims to explain how individuals proactively regulate 
their work lives and outcomes (see Appendix A1, A2). Their model describes how specific 
individual characteristics (self-monitoring, field independence, risk-seeking, power needs, work 
as central life interest, career anchors, history of control) lead to perceptions of personal control 
(control over outcomes, control over behaviour, prediction of behaviour and outcomes), which in 
turn affects positive or negative outcomes (satisfaction, self-efficacy, organizational rewards, 
withdrawal from the organization or the career, learned helplessness). According to the personal 
control model, people are likely to initiate (career-related) action when they perceive themselves 
as having personal control. However, this model of personal control relies mainly on personality 
traits as the primary antecedents of agency, and since its publication, the world of work has 
changed significantly, such that different dimensions and/or personal characteristics are likely to 
be more salient and impactful.  
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Lent and Hackett (1994) recognized agency as a primarily social-cognitive construct that is key 
to career development in their review of classic career theories and the role of agency in them. 
The authors argue that despite the dominance of trait-oriented career theories such as Holland’s 
(1985a) model, a “cognitive revolution” is occurring with multiple new theories inspired by 
Bandura’s (1986) SCT being developed within vocational psychology. One such example is the 
SCCT (Lent et al., 1994), which directly adapts Bandura’s theory to careers, integrating self-
efficacy as an important factor of career-related behaviours. 
The next milestone that referred to agency in careers was Weick’s (1996) work on enactment. 
Interestingly, Weick’s notion of enactment is not the same as control alone, and in fact, he sees 
“enactment” as consisting of two parts: the control-like agency, driven by the need for power, 
and learning-like communion, driven by flexibility and openness. Weick (1996) goes on to assert 
that pure agency favours control and predictability, encourages raw assertions of power, and is 
unwilling to become vulnerable in order to learn. In this view, agency is not comfortable with the 
loss of boundaries. Hence, in the era of boundaryless careers, when knowledge acquisition is 
more important than advancement, it is necessary to balance control (taking initiative and 
adaptation) with communion (readiness for learning and adaptability). He explicitly addresses 
“zigzag” people—those with multiple career discontinuities (e.g., immigrants, refugees, 
displaced housewives, bankrupt entrepreneurs, people with obsolete skills) and frames these 
disruptions as being open to proactive behaviour (enactment), which can turn a threat into an 
opportunity to learn.  
Arthur et al. (1999) built on Weick’s (1996) concepts of enactment to posit that people who 
enact their careers create the materials for their environment in order to deal with the various 
opportunities and constraints. They refer to the old theories that predicted that people tend to 
stick with what they know, have been trained for, and have been expected to do, and assert that 
in the new economy people are mobile and active and create their own stories. A plethora of 
personal stories display a common characteristic: being active and not only receptive, or having 
the capacity for enactment. The authors suggest a key to this ability is developing career 
competencies: learning, innovation, flexibility, and seizing opportunities. Inkson (2007) extends 
this notion of enactment into a metaphor of careers as action: “people exerting power to create 
and direct their careers” (p.78). In this view, enactment is initiating and taking charge of one’s 
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own career (e.g., by applying for jobs and seeking progression), and it is essential in the modern 
world, which is characterized by changing the structures of organizations and of work. While this 
approach to enactment seems to focus on agency, when people take responsibility for their 
careers, it also emphasizes the learning aspect and the need for information and skills in order to 
be able to act, which is consistent with Weick’s (1996) view.  
Gottfredson’s (2002) theory of circumscription and compromise poses that individuals have their 
own career preferences, but they may compromise or abandon them in order to achieve more 
socially acceptable goals, such as prestige or gender role congruency. Thus, there might be a 
trade-off between individual vocational interests, or pure agency, and the need to preserve social 
identity. In the process of circumscription, individuals eliminate undesirable vocational 
alternatives (thus self-imposing limitations on the options that are available to them) and the 
process of compromise is a choice of a vocation that is minimally acceptable, or good enough, 
rather than ideal. This view sees agency as being limited, or sacrificed at some point, in order to 
comply with societal expectations. 
Chen (2002) integrates action theory (which poses that action is a behaviour that is goal-directed, 
intentional, and purposeful) with agency (which includes intentionality, forethought, action, and 
self-reflection) and recommends using these ideas in counselling. The author expands on the role 
of human intentionality in “formation and execution of career and vocational action” (Chen, 
2006, p. 133), when career counselling is a process in which career professionals assist their 
clients in taking ownership of their careers, facilitating them in constructing, reframing, and 
enacting their intentions. While this attempt to promote the role of agency in career development 
is noteworthy, it is mainly limited to education and counselling contexts, and does not 
sufficiently advance theory development. 
Las Heras (2009) gives some attention to control in careers in an exploration of psychological 
career success, defined therein as “the feeling of contentment that results from accumulated work 
experiences” (p. 5). One of the key elements of this conceptualization is the sense of personal 
agency, as opposed to fate, in career decisions. Las Heras (2009) argues that people with a high 
level of psychological career success reflect on themselves having control over their decisions; 
this does not imply controlling the outcomes but rather the intention and proactivity in choices 
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(as opposed to passively going with the flow), especially in unsatisfying conditions, and 
attributing the outcomes to external factors. The author explicitly states that her work was 
developed under the assumption that people are free agents, who act upon their own free will. It 
is important then to go one step further and question whether people fully realize this agency, 
and whether their cognition could be limited, which might in turn affect their sense of 
psychological career success.  
Tams and Arthur (2010) take a broad approach to career agency, combining psychological and 
sociological views. The authors define career agency as “a process of work-related social 
engagement, informed by past experiences and future possibilities, through which an individual 
invests in his or her career” (p. 630) and examine four perspectives: economy, identity and 
adaptability, resistance, and interaction with institutions (thus answering the common criticism 
of the boundaryless theory as ignoring boundaries). Tams and Arthur (2010) examine 
mechanisms of independence and interdependence, and propose an integrative framework 
comprising six features, each of which has independent and interdependent manifestations: 
individual variation, social reference, practice, outcomes, context, and learning. For example, 
when approaching the feature of practice, an independent emphasis will focus on behaviours and 
strategies such as job seeking and identity work, whereas an interdependent emphasis will focus 
on networking and membership in occupational groups. It seems that this framework allows 
researchers to find manifestations of agency in every variable of interest in regard to careers 
(antecedents, behaviours, outcomes). In doing so, it does not offer a specific conceptualization or 
measurement but rather a classification. 
As noted, the sustainable careers framework (Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015) includes agency 
as one of its four essential components and posits that careers are shaped over time by the 
choices that individuals make, stating that people are the owners of their careers (see Appendix 
B). While acknowledging contextual and structural factors, this framework poses that ultimately, 
each individual has to deal with the world of work on their own. Agency, stemming from this 
notion of ownership, is akin to responsibility to make decisions in a complex world, consider 
long-term goals, align individual goals with organizational ones, and balance multiple domains 
of life. In order to do these things, people need to develop competencies, for example, those that 
are proposed by the intelligent careers theory (Arthur et al., 1995). However, Van der Heijden 
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and De Vos (2015) stress that while the agency component is essential for a sustainable career, 
the employers are not completely free from responsibility for their employees’ careers. Rather, 
this responsibility is shared. An important notion is that despite the assumed agency, people are 
not completely rational in their decision-making, which then suggests the need for a better 
understanding of their decision-making processes. 
Within the sustainable careers framework, Guest and Rodrigues (2015) present a new model of 
career control building on a few different perspectives: (1) the cybernetic perspective that 
focuses on the role of self-regulation in order to maintain homeostasis and/or achieve goals, and 
which implies that individuals seek control over their careers; (2) the industrial perspective that 
deals with the conflict of interests between organizations and individuals over control; and (3) 
the personal perspective that differentiates between objective and perceived control, and that 
deals with individuals’ reactions to threats of control loss—either taking action to regain control 
or giving up the attempts, thus demonstrating learned helplessness. This model of career control 
(Guest & Rodrigues, 2015) includes macro-, micro-, and meso-level contextual factors that 
impact one’s career (see Appendix C). For example, it refers to parental influence, family, 
employers, and retirement options but also to the individual’s personality, human capital, career 
preferences, and attitudes. In regard to individual differences, Guest and Rodrigues (2015) 
mention proactivity and locus of control, as well as attribution of outcomes, desire for control, 
and beliefs that this control is attainable. The actual place of control in this model is at the 
flexible boundaries between internal and external factors. This model provides a comprehensive 
theoretical framework that links the concept of control with career outcomes. The authors present 
preliminary empirical findings that demonstrate how career control is associated with job 
satisfaction, career satisfaction, and life satisfaction. However, they use an ad hoc measure that 
has not been validated.  
The notion of career self-management also integrates ideas of agency and control. The changes 
brought by the end of the 20th century not only inspired theories of humans being in control of 
their work lives but also practical approaches to behaviours that require more proactivity (De 
Vos & Soens, 2008; King, 2004; Kossek et al., 1998). De Vos and Soens (2008) mention that 
cognitions such as career insight, which allows individuals to make meaningful choices, are an 
important component of self-management. But in general, this stream focuses on competencies 
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as well as on specific actions and strategies employed by individuals and their relationships with 
different career-related outcomes. I therefore propose that career self-management is the 
“enactment” of control. 
A pioneer study conducted by Kossek et al. (1998) defined career self-management as “the 
degree to which one regularly gathers information and plans for career problem solving and 
decision making” (p. 938). The authors argue that career self-management includes two main 
behaviours: developmental feedback seeking and job mobility preparedness. They evaluate an 
intervention program that was intended to increase career self-management among employees, 
based on the motivation theory of expectancy (i.e., that employees will engage in self-
management, given that they have the necessary skills for it, provided by training, and value the 
expected outcome). Kossek et al. (1998) position their research within an organizational context, 
which is not necessarily relevant to non-employed or self-employed individuals, and test the role 
of formal training in socialization to self-management. Interestingly, the findings show that 
although organizations tried to help their employees to start managing their careers by 
themselves, the training attempts were not only ineffective but actually had the opposite effect, 
reducing self-managing behaviours. This result  could be explained by several factors: 
inconsistency between the content of the training focusing on volition and its delivery by the 
human resources department; making it mandatory; unmet expectations of promotions, which 
resulted in cynicism and withdrawal; and an isolated approach that is not followed by a wider 
culture change. This study points out that an ineffective approach to self-management training is 
unlikely to lead to desired results. The authors recommend that in order to promote career self-
management, both scholars and organizations must learn how to create a culture that will allow 
employees to feel comfortable with self-management, and support it while keeping it voluntary 
rather than mandatory.  
King (2004) lists three types of self-management behaviours that serve to remove career barriers. 
She makes an important assumption that careers happen in a highly political organizational 
context, and control over objective career outcomes is limited by people in positions of power 
(“gatekeepers”). In this situation, people try to override the decisions of the gatekeepers that 
pertain to their careers, exerting behaviours such as positioning into desired roles (e.g., 
networking, developing skills, and gaining experience), directly trying to influence the 
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gatekeepers, and managing boundaries between work and non-work. The author argues that the 
antecedents of these behaviours are self-efficacy, desire for control, and career anchors 
(organizing principles that guide decisions), especially in respect to control. The antecedent of 
career self-management is attainment of career goals, which is in turn linked to life satisfaction 
and career satisfaction (potentially enhancing perceptions of control over one’s career), but also 
potential negative outcomes such as helplessness. In this view, behaviours are informed directly 
by self-efficacy and needs, and then lead to development of perceptions of control as a result of 
goal attainment. This view does not see cognitions as a mediating link between self-efficacy and 
behaviours, but if we see career empowerment (i.e., perceived control) as such link, it suggests a 
potential feedback loop between career empowerment and the behaviours that are posited as its 
outcomes. 
Recent studies show that interventions targeted at career self-management may still be effective. 
For example, Raabe et al. (2007) employ action regulation theory in the career context. This 
theory poses that individuals regulate their behaviours in order to attain goals, then collect 
information and plan their steps to achieve these goals, execute the plan, and collect feedback to 
be used in the future. Control is embodied in the execution step, which is active influence over 
the environment. In respect to careers, the authors use this theory as a basis for intervention, 
when goal-setting and self-knowledge enhance career self-management behaviours (e.g., 
implementing the plan, seeking alternative solutions, overcoming barriers, monitoring). The 
outcome, partially formed by feedback, is career satisfaction, pay increase, and speed in job 
transition. Akkermans et al. (2015) tested a different intervention program named 
CareerSKILLS, and demonstrated its effectiveness in increasing young employees’ career self-
management behaviours, work engagement, perceived employability, and resilience. Abele and 
Wiese (2008) showed that general self-management strategies (selection of goals, optimization) 
serve as antecedents of specific self-management strategies (career planning) in a mediated 
model predicting objective and subjective career success. Career-specific strategy was linked to 
all the outcomes and mediated the relationships between the general strategies and the outcomes; 
however, the optimization strategy was also linked directly to the outcomes. Based on these 
findings, I argue that with the value that career self-management brings, its cognitive element of 




To conclude, the review of literature shows that in general, over the last five decades, a few 
attempts to discuss the role of agency and/or control (sometimes used interchangeably but 
sometimes with different meaning) in careers have been made; however, these attempts have 
been fragmented. Guest and Rodrigues (2015) claim that overall, control has a solid grounding in 
the literature, but it was not sufficiently discussed directly in careers. The most recent theory that 
integrates agency explicitly was the sustainable career framework (Van der Heijden & De Vos, 
2015), which holds great promise. However, while this theory quickly gained popularity, the 
agency component is still not well developed, beyond the initial model of career control. As 
such, I argue that the next step is to suggest a theoretically grounded construct that will 
conceptualize the agentic control component, and develop corresponding measures.  
Table 1 provides a summary of the theoretical perspectives of agency and control in regard to 








Function Content Antecedents Outcomes 
Bell & Staw (1989) Regulating one’s work life 
and outcomes 
Perceptions of personal 
control (control over 
outcomes, control over 
behaviour, prediction of 
behaviour and outcomes) 




work as central life interest, 
career anchors, history of 
control) 
Action that leads to (a) 
satisfaction, self-efficacy, 
rewards; and (b) withdrawal 
from organizational career 
(learned helplessness) 
Weick (1996)  Ensuring predictability 
(control) 
Assertion of power (taking 
initiative, adaptation); 
learning is complementary 
Need for power (control 
alone) 
By itself, control inhibits 
learning; paired with 
communion, it enables 
proactive behaviour 
Arthur, Inkson & 
Pringle (1999) 
Taking responsibility for 
career 
Initiating action; learning Career competencies: 
learning, innovation, 




Fisher, & Demarr 
(1998) 
Shifting responsibility for 
career from organizations 
to employees 
Behaviours: seeking 
feedback, preparing for 
mobility 
Skills acquired by training 
(e.g., knowledge of career 
processes) 
Expected outcomes (e.g., job 
mobility) 
King (2004) Overcoming barriers 






Self efficacy, need for 




Las Heras (2009) Exerting free will  Intention and proactivity 
in choices 
Nature (assuming people 
are free agents) 
Psychological career success 
Tams & Arthur 
(2010) 
Power over the 
environment (different 




Agency can be seen in 
every aspect of careers, 
can be classified as 
independent or 
interdependent 
Both personal and 
contextual 
No specific outcomes—
integrated in other concepts 
Guest & Rodriguez 
(2015) 
Boundaries—abridging 
internal and external 
factors that impact career 
Deliberate actions to 
manage one’s own career 
Internal factors 
(personality, career 
preferences, human capital, 
career attitudes); external 
factors (childhood context, 
family, employer, 
retirement options); and 
macro-contextual factors 
(markets, government etc.) 
Job satisfaction, career 
satisfaction, life satisfaction 
Van der Heijden & 
De Vos (2015) 
Taking responsibility for 
career 
Making decisions over 
individual career 










Conceptualizing Career Empowerment 
 
3.1. The Theoretical Basis of Career Empowerment 
3.1.1 Psychological Empowerment  
Psychological empowerment was first introduced by Conger and Kanungo (1988), in a departure 
from the common understanding of empowerment as a solely structural (objective) 
organizational practice of sharing decision-making power with employees. The psychological 
perspective acknowledged the subjective cognitive mechanisms that lead to employees realizing 
the power being granted to them. Drawing from theories of basic psychological needs, self-
efficacy, motivation, self-determination, and expectancy, Conger and Kanungo (1988) defined 
empowerment as “a process of enhancing feelings of self-efficacy among organizational 
members through the identification of conditions that foster powerlessness and through their 
removal by both formal organizational practices and informal techniques of providing efficacy 
information” (p.474). An underlying assumption in this view is that employees have internal 
needs to pursue control and not feel powerless. Thomas and Velthouse (1990) then 
conceptualized this cognitive construct as an “intrinsic task motivation” that is multidimensional, 
consisting of self-efficacy (competence), meaningfulness (alignment of the work tasks with 
individual values), choice (autonomy and responsibility for own actions), and impact (the ability 
to affect the organization).  
Spreitzer (1995) refined the multidimensional concept, referring to it as a “motivational construct 
manifested in four cognitions: meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact 
that…together reflect an active orientation of the employees to their work role” (p.1444). This 
conceptualization is linked to a few well-established motivation theories. The meaning 
dimension stems from job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980), which posits that 
work that is personally meaningful for the employee is likely to lead to higher motivation. The 
dimension of impact is also reflected in job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) as 
“knowledge of results” and within psychological empowerment is conceptualized as the opposite 
of helplessness (Ashforth, 1989). The competence dimension is based on Bandura’s (1977, 1989) 
theorizing of self-efficacy, according to which an individual’s belief in their ability to perform 
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activities (general or domain-specific) increases their willingness to exert effort in initiating and 
performing the task. Finally, the dimension of self-determination stems from SDT (Deci & Ryan, 
1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019), which links motivation to the innate human need for autonomy. The 
key features of this conceptualization are the cognitive and motivational nature of the construct, 
it being continuous (the dimensions are combined additively), and it being dynamic (able to 
change over time) (Spreitzer, 1995).  
As this multidimensional construct was built using previously established concepts, Spreitzer 
(1995) combined items from existing scales to develop and validate a measure of psychological 
empowerment, which showed sufficient construct and predictive validity (Kraimer et al., 1999; 
Spreitzer, 1995) and became the prevailing measure for the concept (Menon, 2001; Spreitzer, 
2008). Psychological empowerment has been found to predict various positive employee 
attitudes and behaviours, such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, innovation, 
organizational citizenship behaviour, and performance (D’Innosenzo et al., 2016; Liden et al., 
2000; Seibert et al., 2011; Spreitzer et al., 1997; Zhou et al., 2012; Zhu et al., 2004). In addition, 
it was linked to reduced strain and turnover (Chen et al., 2011; Seibert et al., 2011; Spreitzer et 
al., 1997).  
3.1.2 Defining Career Empowerment 
In this thesis, I propose that psychological empowerment may be instrumental in advancing 
career theory. I employ the idea of cognitions of individual agency and control to advance 
research on motivation in careers. While London’s (1983) conceptualization of career motivation 
is still used in the literature, the measure was not widely adopted; as such, empirical 
investigations of proactive career decision-making and goal-setting have not developed 
substantially in the last two decades (Greco & Kraimer, 2020). Given the role of motivation in 
proactive behaviours, the concept of career motivation is more relevant than ever, and I suggest 
reopening the discussion by viewing career empowerment as a more current and useful 
motivational construct. It isdefined as a set of cognitions that constitute a sense of agentic 
control over one’s career and underpin motivation to be active rather than passive in the career 
domain. The notion of agentic control highlights the ability of individuals to fulfill their personal 




3.1.3 Underlying Theories 
In conceptualizing career empowerment, I draw on SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 
2017), one of the main theories that informed psychological empowerment. SDT is a motivation 
theory that predicts well-being as an outcome of self-regulation and the integration of inputs 
from within the individual and from the external environment (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & 
Deci, 2017). SDT is a broad theory that incorporates six mini-theories explaining intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation. One of the core propositions of SDT is the existence of three basic innate 
psychological needs that must be satisfied in order to experience vitality, motivation, and well-
being: the need for autonomy (need for a sense of volition, choice, and ownership of one’s 
behaviour), the need for competence (need to feel a sense of mastery and to have an effect on the 
environment), and the need for relatedness (need to feel connected to others) (Ryan & Deci, 
2000; Van der Broeck et al., 2016). The satisfaction or frustration of these needs is argued to 
motivate people or lead them to “differentially invest” in various behaviours (Ryan & Deci, 
2019).  
SDT is therefore suitable to explain the variance in proactive behaviours towards individual 
career development, as it proposes that the lack of a sense of control diminishes internal 
motivation, whereas satisfying the basic need for autonomy increases it (Ryan & Deci, 2017). 
The theory focuses on perceived autonomy, which is an individual-level variable, while 
acknowledging environmental factors such as external forces and constraints. I suggest that 
perceived autonomy contributes to variation in behavioural outcomes: people who believe they 
are in control of their careers are more internally motivated and likely to behave proactively, take 
steps to pursue career goals, and initiate changes. By contrast, individuals who believe that they 
are powerless with regard to their career are less likely to act, and their career-related steps are 
likely to be reactive to the environment (e.g., following a layoff). It is important to mention that 
there have been previous attempts to apply SDT in the career field (Chen, 2017), but primarily in 
the career counseling or educational context with no further development of the theory or a 
measure for it. 
By situating the career empowerment construct within SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 
2019), I link it to all three innate needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) and argue that 
all three are potential drivers of the cognitions constituting the motivation to be proactive in 
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one’s career. As such, while I expect that the construct of career empowerment involves the four 
factors of meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact constituting psychological 
empowerment, there may be additional dimensions reflecting the full range of human needs. 
Specifically, I predict that career empowerment will have a relational component linked to the 
need for relatedness posited by SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019).  
In addition, career empowerment is informed by social-cognitive theories, namely SCCT (Lent et 
al., 1994), which is derived from Bandura’s SCT (1986, 1989). Although the cognitions of 
personal agency exist in the mind of the individual, I acknowledge the role of social factors as 
sources of information. In other words, agency cognitions are not formed based solely on internal 
factors. Rather, I propose that career empowerment is an outcome of both individual and 
environmental factors, consistent with the ideas of Guest and Rodrigues (2015) and Tams and 
Arthur (2010).  
 
3.2. Distinguishing Career Empowerment From Related Concepts 
While similar concepts exist, closer examination reveals that none conceptualize the idea of 
control cognitions explicitly and extensively in the career domain. Earlier models, such as Bell 
and Staw’s (1989) model of personal control, remain at the conceptual level, and Guest and 
Rodrigues’s (2015) model of career control does not include a validated measure. In this section, 
I will demonstrate that career empowerment is sufficiently distinct from other concepts 
representing or including agentic control in the career context to make a unique contribution to 
the literature. Specifically, I argue for the value of career empowerment as a construct that is 
focused strictly on cognitions of control, excluding items that measure affect or behaviour. 
Moreover, career empowerment is a multidimensional construct that includes aspects that are 
prominent in the career field (e.g., the role of relationships in career agency) but are not covered 
by existing measures.  
First, career empowerment is distinct from the concept of career motivation. Career motivation 
was conceptualized by London (1983) as a multidimensional construct that consists of career 
identity, career insight, and career resilience. London developed a measure for career motivation 
in several stages, starting with an assessment centre that provided rich qualitative data but was 
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not practical enough and had no empirical support (London, 1985) and ending with a final paper-
and-pencil version that has been empirically validated (London, 1993). In practice, this 
instrument includes multiple items (e.g., attitudes and feelings) that refer to the current job and 
workplace, and does not focus strictly on the career in general. It encompasses many different 
topics that might be related to motivation in various ways but do not necessarily capture the 
essence of it. For example, some items refer to commitment (“I am loyal to my employer”), 
involvement in the workplace (“I am involved in my job”, “I am proud to work for my 
organization”), work identity (“I define myself by my work”) and adaptability (“I look forward 
to working with new and different people”).  
At the same time, another instrument measuring career motivation was developed by Noe et al. 
(1990), using the same three dimensions of career identity, insight, and resilience, but focusing 
on self-report of behaviours (e.g., making work-related suggestions, setting career goals and 
plans, asking for feedback, seeking training). Both instruments were developed with managers in 
mind, and thus not do include major portions of the workforce. Both also included items that are 
related to the current workplace and work role, rather than focusing on career in general. Another 
attempt to use London’s (1983) conceptualization with a different measurement was done by 
Blau (1985) under the label of “career commitment,” and later by Carson and Bedeian (1994) 
referring to a specific line of work, or “career field,” rather than to an overall trajectory of work 
roles over time. The items include attitudes such as “I strongly identify with my chosen line of 
work/career field” and “The costs associated with my line of work/career field sometimes seem 
too great”, as well as behaviours (“I do not often think about my personal development in this 
line of work/career field”).  
Interestingly, the convergent validity of the three instruments was tested by London and Noe 
(1997), who found relatively moderate correlations between the London (1993) and Noe et al. 
(1990) measures, while Carson and Bedeian’s (1994) measure was found to be different, 
especially in the career resilience factor. The authors conclude that the instruments are 
complementary rather than interchangeable (London & Noe, 1997). Day and Allen (2004) 
combine items from London’s (1993) and Noe et al.’s (1990) measures, in an attempt to cover 
the full range of the construct as proposed by London (1983), thus supporting the notion that the 
two instruments are not separately sufficient. As recent research investigates career resilience in 
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isolation (Lyons et al., 2015; Mishra & McDonald, 2017), and given the scarcity and 
fragmentation of research on career motivation in the last two decades, this research area could 
potentially benefit from new ideas and reconceptualization.  
The career empowerment model and measure share some common ideas with career motivation, 
especially around the concept of insight and focus, which are key to career development. With 
that, career empowerment is more inclusive and applicable to different populations, as it does not 
imply only upward mobility, and sees career identity more in terms of alignment with values 
(“meaning”) and impact. It also shares some content with the component of career resilience as 
self-efficacy (“competence”) and development orientation (“challenge”) however it does not 
combine these factors and considers resilience and adaptability to be separate, although related 
concepts, which is more in line with current theorizing.   
Second, career empowerment is also distinct from career adaptability, defined as “the readiness 
to cope with the predictable tasks of preparing for and participating in the work role and with the 
unpredictable adjustments prompted by changes in work and working conditions” (Savickas, 
1997, p. 254). Career adaptability represents resources that help individuals form strategies that 
support their ability to adapt to the environment (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). These resources are 
manifested in four dimensions—concern, control, curiosity, and confidence—that address 
problems that are typical to careers. While both career empowerment and career adaptability 
include a dimension of control, there are notable differences between them. According to 
Savickas (2013), control is conceptualized as an aspect of intrapersonal processes that foster self-
regulation and involves self-discipline and “being conscientious, deliberate, organized, and 
decisive in performing vocational development tasks and making occupational transitions. Its 
opposite is confusion, not dependence…. A lack of career control is often called career 
indecision and enacted as confusion, procrastination, or impulsivity” (p. 160). Accordingly, the 
items measuring the control dimension of career adaptability include “Taking responsibility for 
my actions” and “Counting on myself”. As such, within career adaptability, control refers to 
behaviours, including taking responsibility through self-discipline, effort, and persistence as well 
as emotional self-management; it is an essential resource for coping with career obstacles such as 
career indecision. In general, items measuring control represent “strengths” or behaviours that 
people use to build their careers (“Preparing for the future”, “Taking care to do things well”). By 
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contrast, career empowerment is a cognitive construct that not only focuses on control in the 
sense of individual agency but also delves deeper into control by covering multiple dimensions 
of agency, such as self-determination, focus, and relationships.  
Career empowerment is also different from work volition, defined as an “individual’s perceived 
capacity to make occupational choices despite constraints” (Duffy et al., 2012, p. 400). Work 
volition stems from the psychology of working framework (Blustein, 2001, 2006), which 
emphasizes the influence of sociocultural factors on career behaviour and calls for attention to 
less privileged and more marginalized populations (such as the poor and working class), who 
face more career barriers. Work volition relates to a “job,” a narrower domain than “career,” 
which implies a sequence of jobs over time. In terms of content, the work volition scale 
comprises three dimensions: volition, financial constraints, and structural constraints. Thus, 
constraints are an integral part of the concept of work volition. Specifically, work volition is 
represented by items such as “I feel able to change jobs if I want to” and “I've been able to 
choose the jobs I wanted”. Financial constraints are represented by items such as “I don't like my 
job, but it would be impossible for me to find a new one” and “The only thing that matters to me 
in choosing a job is making ends meet”. Structural constraints are represented by items such as 
“The current state of the economy prevents me from working in the job I want” and “The jobs I 
would like to pursue don't exist in my area”. Career empowerment acknowledges the possibility 
of constraints but does not include them as a specific dimension of the construct. Rather, I 
suggest that constraints should be distinguished and measured separately from career agency as 
potential antecedents and/or moderators. Moreover, while work volition overlaps somewhat with 
the self-determination dimension of career empowerment, it does not include content that is 
similar to the other dimensions of career empowerment: meaning, competence, impact, focus, 
growth, and relationships. The inclusion of relationships, which are known to remove barriers, is 
a particularly noteworthy advantage of the career empowerment construct. 
Furthermore, career empowerment is different from employability, which is conceptualized as a 
form of work-specific, active adaptability that enables workers to identify and realize career 
opportunities (Fugate & Kinicki, 2008). Employability is a psychosocial construct that consists 
of three dimensions—career identity, personal adaptability, and social and human capital—and 
deals mostly with proactive adaptation and not motivation. There is some content overlap 
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between the two constructs; for example, some of the personal adaptability items are similar to 
ideas of personal control. However, employability is a much broader construct that subsumes 
many other career- and work-related concepts, such as optimism (“I always look at the bright 
side of things at work”), values (“It is important to me that others think highly of my job”), and 
work involvement (“I am involved in my work”). The items include a mix of behaviours (“I have 
sought job assignments that will help me obtain my career goals”), cognitions (“The type of 
work I do is important to me”), and attitudes (“I feel changes at work generally have positive 
implications”). While employability includes one item that mentions control (“I have control 
over my career opportunities”), it does not inspect the idea of control in depth. By comparison, 
career empowerment is narrower, as it focuses on specific motivational cognitions of an 
individual’s career rather than the current workplace or job, yet more fine-grained, as it includes 
multiple dimensions of these motivational cognitions. 
Career empowerment is also distinct from protean career orientation, “in which the person, not 
the organization, is in charge, where the person’s core values are driving career decisions, and 
where the main success criteria are subjective (psychological success)” (Hall, 2004, p. 1). This 
definition ties together values, control, and success. Accordingly, the protean career orientation 
scale (Baruch, 2014) includes items such as “For me, career success is how I am doing against 
my goals and values” and “If I have to find a new job, it would be easy”. By contrast, career 
empowerment refers only to factors that create a sense of control over one’s career and thus are 
motivating for action, but does not include or evaluate outcomes such as success. In addition, 
protean career orientation is conceptualized as a disposition, “a relatively stable career 
preference that values self-directedness and defines career success according to the person's 
personal values” (Herrmann, Hirschi, & Baruch, 2015, p. 205), unlike career empowerment, 
which is seen as a state that may fluctuate over time as the individual develops competencies, 
learns, self-reflects, and builds or loses relationships. 
Finally, career empowerment is different from work self-efficacy, which refers to “individuals' 
efficacy beliefs in four self-regulatory capabilities: task, negative emotional, empathic and 
assertive” (Barbaranelli et al., 2018, p. 250). The work self-efficacy scale includes items such as 
“Complete my work at the highest level of accuracy”, “Maintain control of myself in every 
circumstances [sic]”, and “Understand the needs of my colleagues, even if they do not mention 
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them explicitly”. Work self-efficacy is relevant within the current job context and thus cannot be 
applied to unemployed individuals; career empowerment is pertinent to the life-long 
development of work experiences over time. Hence, the two constructs have different 
consequences: work self-efficacy predicts in-role and extra-role behaviours, negative emotions, 
and health symptoms in a specific job, whereas career empowerment predicts career behaviour 
and career success.  
In sum, as a set of cognitions regarding agentic control that constitute motivation to act on one’s 
career, career empowerment is sufficiently promising and distinct from existing concepts to 
continue investigating in order to advance career theory (See Appendix G1 for summary of 
existing constructs, Appendix G2 for comparison of career empowerment with selected existing 
constructs, and Appendix G3 for content of selected existing scales). Studying individual 
cognitions of control will provide insights on career-related behaviours, such as why some 
people are more proactive than others, and ways to help those who want to initiate career 
changes but do not see themselves as able to do so. In the following sections, I describe the 





Study 1: Identifying the Content of Career Empowerment 
 
4.1 Purpose of Study 
To identify the dimensions of career empowerment, I first conducted a qualitative study. The 
goal of the study was to elicit factors that represent the facets of career empowerment and 
capture cognitions of control over one’s career. While career empowerment was inspired by the 
concept of psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995), which consists of competence, 
meaning, self-determination, and impact, psychological empowerment applies to the current job 
and its tasks. By contrast, career empowerment applies to people who may or may not be 
employed at any time point or who may hold more than one job; in such scenarios, different 
and/or additional factors may be manifested. For example, in line with SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; 
Ryan & Deci, 2019) and multiple career theories such as SCCT (Lent et al., 1994), it was 
reasonable to expect the emergence of social or relational aspects.  
I started with a pilot study in which I explored common themes that undergraduate students 
express regarding their careers. By doing so, I aimed to understand if the concept of 
psychological empowerment could be relevant to the career domain. Then I conducted a 
qualitative study based on interviews with people at different career stages and from various 
backgrounds with the intention of understanding their sense of control over their career 
decisions. These findings added an inductive component to the measurement development 
process. The qualitative data were examined for evidence of the importance of the dimensions 
deduced from psychological empowerment as well as the emergence of additional dimensions 
representing more fine-grained facets specific to the career domain, including the relatedness 
component of SDT. The qualitative data also served as a source of examples guiding item 
development for the proposed measure. 
4.2 Pilot Study 
Prior to conducting the qualitative study in which I elicited the factors comprising career 
empowerment, I was able to indirectly explore ideas of empowerment in careers using student 
reflection papers in which the students described their insights and perceptions regarding their 
desired careers. These reflection papers served as the main data sources for the pilot study and 
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content analysis techniques allowed me to identify common themes that are important to students 
in their careers and motivate them. 
4.2.1 Data Collection and Participants 
The data were collected in April 2018.  The participants were students in a business school in 
Ontario, Canada, who were enrolled in an elective undergraduate course, “Corporations and 
Society: Women in Leadership”. The total number of students in the course was 59 (52 women 
and 7 men). During the course, the students met with successful alumni of their business school 
and were able to interview and/or shadow them at their job. Following the exposure to the people 
and the course contents, the students were asked to write a 1500-word reflection paper in which 
they answered the following questions: (1) What do you want from your career? (2) What could 
an employer do to make your chosen career more attractive to you? The reflection papers were 
graded before they were subject to analysis for the current study and the assessment of the papers 
was not a part of the analytical process. All the students in the class were invited to take part in 
the study by allowing analysis of their paper for research purposes; 18 students expressed 
consent so that the sample size was n = 18 (16 women, 2 men). It was stressed that the 
participants may withdraw consent at any time point and that taking part in the study was in no 
way related to the course grade. 
4.2.2. Data Analysis  
The analysis process was based on Braun and Clarke’s (2006) recommendations that included 
the following steps: getting familiar with the data (initial reading); generating initial codes; 
searching for themes; reviewing the themes, and finally, defining and naming the themes. For a 
more precise and rigorous analysis, the process was conducted independently by two raters, who 
come from different backgrounds and provided different points of view. The raters shared their 
individual findings, provided critiques to each other, and reached consensus in each part of the 
process. Each rater read the student papers a few times and noted initial ideas prior to the actual 
coding. Then each data entry (student paper) was analyzed. The raters identified main ideas and 
features that stood out in the papers; this stage was inductive (i.e., data-driven). Because of the 
relatively small sample size, the coding was done manually. In the next stage, similar codes were 
aggregated into groups, or themes. The themes were reviewed for coherence (making sure that 
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all the codes under this theme indeed form a coherent group, rearranging as needed, collapsing 
themes, and/or creating new ones). The themes were defined and named by each rater separately 
but then compared and discussed.  
4.2.3 Findings 
The data analysis yielded 10 main themes that were further aggregated into seven unique themes. 
Table 2 presents frequencies with which the themes support existing career and empowerment 
theories. The quotes below represent the themes as expressed by the participants. 
 
Table 2: Level of Support for Study Themes and Theoretical Constructs (Pilot Study) 
 
Theme Level of Support (number of cases) 
Impact Moderate support (8 cases) 
Meaning/Authenticity Strong support (10 cases) 
Satisfaction/fulfillment  7 cases 
Congruence with values 3 cases 
Self-determination/Autonomy Strong support (11 cases) 
Flexibility 6 cases 
Creativity 4 cases 
Autonomy 1 case 
Competence Tentative support (4 cases) 
Balance Strong support (11 cases) 
Challenge Strong support (12 cases) 
Relatedness Moderate support (7 cases) 
 
Note: A case is defined as one individual paper written by a student. A theme can appear 
multiple times in one case. Level of support determined as 50% and up=strong, 30%-





In eight cases the participants expressed a desire to make an impact on the world, to cause 
changes and witness those changes. 
“I have learned that I want to be able to end my career knowing that I made a difference in 
someone else’s life.” (Participant 6) 
Meaning/authenticity: 
The participants expressed their wish to have a fulfilling, satisfying career which they will enjoy; 
a few mentioned that is important to them that their career be congruent with their personal 
values. 
“Choosing a career that aligns with my values and interests will not only lead to a fulfilling job, 
but also to success.” (Participant 4) 
“Have a career in an industry that I am passionate about and work for a company that excites 
me, where I look forward to going into the office.” (Participant 10) 
Self-determination/autonomy: 
The participants expressed a wish to have a job that is flexible, in terms of deciding where and 
when to work (not related to work-life balance, which was addressed separately); to have a job 
that will allow them to be creative; and explicitly asking for autonomy and control. 
“Currently, I do not find working in an office at all appealing and I am interested in a career 
that offers more flexibility with where and when you work.” (Participant 9) 
“I hope that my mentors will me give the opportunity to explore and be curious which may feed 
my creativity.” (Participant 7) 
Competence: 
To some extent, the participants mentioned that their career should be aligned with their abilities, 
and/or that they want to develop their abilities and become experts in their field. 
“The work itself should align with my strengths.” (Participant 18) 
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“But I am not a true artist; I need some analytics in the work I do. This is a quality I take pride 
in, as I feel I am equal in both my left and right brain.” (Participant 7) 
“I aim to become a subject matter expert (SME) which would allow me to become a specialist 
resource in the payments space.” (Participant 5) 
Work-life balance: 
This theme was recurrent among many participants who stressed the importance of being able to 
combine their private life with their work. Because it was an important factor in the course 
content, and hence mentioned in different sections of the student papers, only cases that 
explicitly mentioned balance as one of their major career values were taken into account for the 
current analysis.  
“It’s critical that I find the right mix of work, family, leisure, and personal time in my life.” 
(Participant 4) 
“Be able to have a strong work/life balance…. Some people live to work, but I want to work to 
be able to live. There are many things that I want to accomplish and experience in my life, such 
as having a family and travelling to different places around the world. I do not want to sacrifice 
my career for these goals, but if I want to achieve them, I know I need a strong work/life balance, 
or work/life integration.... If you fully accept and realize that your personal life will affect your 
professional life, you are better able to “integrate” it into your work hours and make time for the 
things that matter to you, and own up to it rather than trying to conceal it.” (Participant 10) 
Challenge: 
A prominent theme was the participants’ desire for constant challenges, learning, growth and 
development. That includes a wish to be mentored and networking as a means to learn from 
different people (as opposed to developing relationships). 
“No matter what stage I am in, I will always admire the employers which encourage their 
employees to challenge themselves and learn new things because learning is the best way of 
improving oneself and it should never end.” (Participant 8) 
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“I know that the best way to learn is to step out of your comfort zone, which I have slowly been 
getting better at over the past few years. I need to continue to challenge myself and continuously 
learn new things each and every day in order to succeed.” (Participant 10) 
Relatedness: 
A theme that stood out in many cases was a desire to develop relations, to connect and 
communicate with others and to participate in teamwork rather than working alone. 
“Another integral factor for me in choosing a career is the ability to work collaboratively and 
interact with others…. Working with people has always been one of my favourite things, so 
unsurprisingly, these were all positions I was interested in exploring.” (Participant 12) 
“Work in an environment that is collaborative, team oriented, and creative…I think I would 
really enjoy being in an environment where I get to work with others to complete projects in new, 
creative ways.” (Participant 11) 
The seven themes presented above were developed in an inductive way, driven by data rather 
than by theory. However, their final names relate to existing theories, as another round of theme 
aggregation showed that they map onto theoretical concepts: impact, meaning, self-
determination, and competence are the dimensions of psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 
1995); authenticity (another name for the meaning theme), balance, and challenge are the facets 
of the KCM (Mainiero & Sullivan, 2005; Sullivan & Mainiero, 2007); and competence, 
autonomy (self-determination), and relatedness are the three basic psychological needs described 
in SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 
4.2.4 Pilot Discussion  
Overall, while the questions for the student papers did not specifically target topics of control, 
agency, and self-determination, there was strong support for these topics in their answers. Four 
of the themes indeed reflected factors that form psychological empowerment, namely, impact, 
meaning, self-determination, and competence. These findings provide initial support to the idea 
that the psychological empowerment concept can be applied to the careers domain. Interestingly, 
the analysis also yielded themes that are beyond the scope of psychological empowerment, but 
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belong to related theories, such as challenge and relatedness. These findings suggest that 
adapting psychological motivation to the careers domain may include additional dimensions that 
are unique to career theory. Following the pilot study, I proceeded to my research program of 
establishing and testing the construct of career empowerment (see Appendices I1-I3 for letters of 
information and consent approved by Western Research and Ethics Board). Table 3 describes the 
study phases and Table 4 provides details on the samples that were used for each phase.  
 
Table 3: Overview of Study Phases 
 
Phase Description Sample(s) Used 
Phase 1: Qualitative study of career empowerment  1 
Phase 2: Item generation and reduction 2a, 2b 
Phase 3: Final item reduction and construct validation 3a, 4 
Phase 4: Measurement invariance 3, split by gender and age 
Phase 5: Convergent and discriminant validity 3b, 4 





Table 4: Study Samples 
 
 
Note: *M = Male 
  
Sample  N  Data Source  Gender* Mean age Mean Experience 
(Years) 
Sample 1 31 Wide population  M=45.2% 47  
Sample 2a  200  Qualtrics panel (employed and 
unemployed)  
M=48.3% 38.44  
Sample 2b 200  Qualtrics panel (employed and 
unemployed)  
M=50.0% 39.23  
Sample 3a 200  Qualtrics panel (employed)  M=45.2% 43.16 22.89 
Sample 3b 200  Qualtrics panel (employed)  M=48.0% 41.91 22.02 
Sample 4 190  Qualtrics panel (employed)  
*collected during COVID-19 
pandemic 
M=43.2% 52.13 32.01 
Sample 5  219  Qualtrics panel (employed)  
*collected during COVID-19 
pandemic 
M=56.6% 52.08 32.92 
Sample 6 205 Qualtrics panel (employed)  
*collected during COVID-19 
pandemic 
M=58.5% 48.43 25.87 
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4.3 Study 1 
The pilot study provided a glimpse into themes that embody career motivation and suggested that 
the four factors that comprise psychological empowerment might not be sufficient to explain 
motivation in careers. A full qualitative study allowed me to delve further into perceptions of 
career motivation, directly targeting perceptions of control and empowerment. 
4.3.1 Participants and Procedure 
For this study, I conducted 31 semi-structured interviews asking participants to express their 
perceptions of the control they had over their careers and the factors that contributed to and/or 
inhibited their control. As guided by the ethics regulation, I was allowed to provide my contact 
details for potential interviewees who may contact me if interested. The participants were 
recruited via strategic sampling to ensure variety in terms of employment status and occupations 
(e.g., participants were included from various occupational backgrounds, including retirees, the 
unemployed, and those in blue-collar, service, and management roles) and thereby increase the 
inclusiveness of the theory. In order to include more blue-collar interviewees I made multiple 
attempts to reach out to people who worked at factories, appliance repair, construction and more. 
In a few instances there were potential interviewees who reached out but did not give consent, or 
changed their mind later; yet I exerted maximum effort as allowed by ethical guidelines. In 
addition, I included people from diverse ethnic backgrounds in all phases of the study. Seventeen 
of the participants were female and 14 male, and participants had an average age of 47. Table 5 
provides further details about the participants. It is important to note that while some participants 
held specific jobs at the time of the interview, some of them referred to different lines of work in 
the past, which helped shed light on occupations that were not represented at the current time 
(e.g., a current entrepreneur with a past in engineering). The interview protocol started with a 
general question on how their career unfolded after graduating from high school (career 
narrative) and then followed Spreitzer’s (1992) original interview protocol for psychological 
empowerment, adapted to the career domain. Using an open-ended question format, the 
participants were asked about their career experiences, times in their career when they felt 
empowered or disempowered, and potential career enablers/inhibitors (See Appendix D for the 
initial interview protocol). The interviews were audiotaped with the participants’ permission and 
later transcribed.  
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Table 5: Participants (Study 1)  
 
Participant Age Gender Current Occupation Origin Education 
1 40 F Business - manager Canada Masters 
2 28 F Unemployed - not looking for a job China Undergrad 
3 23 M Server/student Canada High school 
4 50 F Physician Pakistan Doctor 
5 71 F Retired (social work/mental health) Canada Masters 
6 28 F Biology - quality assurance Canada Masters 
7 51 M Entrepreneur (former engineer) India Masters 
8 46 F Police officer Hungary Associate 
9 55 F Speech therapist Canada Masters 
10 35 F Social worker (former HR) India Undergrad 
11 35 M Bank teller Korea Undergrad 
12 41 F Financial analyst (CFO) Canada Masters 
13 47 F Strategic consultant/writer (former HR) Canada Masters 
14 62 M Restaurant owner/real estate Canada Diploma 
15 45 F Restaurant owner Canada High school 
16 45 M Manager (donations) Canada Masters 
17 62 F Career counsellor Bosnia Masters 
18 45 M Writer, instructor (former IT) Canada Masters 
19 50 F Manager – health care (former nurse) Canada Masters 
20 38 F Instructor/counsellor Japan Doctor 
21 51 M Manager - education/sports Canada Undergrad 
22 71 M Life coach Canada Masters 
23 58 F Recently retired - real estate Canada Masters 
24 49 F IT manager - banking industry USA Masters 
25 51 M Manager - operations Israel Masters 
26 54 M Manager - digital marketing Canada Masters 
27 63 M Volunteer -human rights activist USA Undergrad 
28 21 F Undergraduate student (health sciences) China/Canada High school 
29 43 M CEO - IT industry Canada Undergrad 
30 35 M Student - diploma (counselling) Canada Undergrad 





4.3.2. Data Analysis 
As above, I followed Braun and Clarke's (2006) guidelines for data analysis. The analysis was 
performed independently by three coders, who then compared their individual findings and 
provided critiques to each other, until reaching consensus. The additional coders are experts in 
qualitative research methods and had basic understanding of the content at the time of the 
analysis: Coder 2 was familiar with classic motivation theories but not career theory, Coder 3 
was familiar with career theories but not motivation. Both coders were not familiar with 
psychological empowerment. After the initial coding, similar codes were aggregated into themes; 
the themes were reviewed for coherence, defined, and named. Because the newly proposed 
construct is linked to existing theory, the names for the themes follow the dimensions of 
psychological empowerment and SDT where applicable; however, the coding and aggregation 
into themes were data-driven. 
4.3.3 Findings 
The data analysis yielded seven main themes that comprise career empowerment. Four themes 
resemble the dimensions of psychological empowerment (self-determination, impact, meaning, 
and competence) but three additional themes emerged. Most interviewees assumed some extent 
of self-determination in their career but often not to the fullest extent. Some interviewees 
reported that it took them a while to start making their own decisions. In a few cases, participants 
admitted being uncomfortable with the need to make career decisions and letting circumstances 
or other people drive the process. 
“You have to be comfortable with who you are and your own decisions that you're making, 
because the only one who can truly disempower you is you. It doesn't mean we don't meet 
roadblocks, I’ve certainly have seen my share of them as I walk in and around technology for my 
career, but they always disempower you as much as you let them.” -P24 (F, 49, IT manager in a 
bank) 
“My career kind of developed based on suggestions of others…. It's kind of a river, takes me 
where I'm going on the river and I get on or off. I could change rivers, but yeah, there's always 
other forces that sway me…. So it's almost like there's a fear or a level of discomfort with that 
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control that's given to me. And so perhaps sometimes I might also have a certain level of denial 
about how much control I have.” -P1 (F, 40, a senior manager) 
 Another theme was impact—a desire to do something important, make a difference, cause 
changes, and witness those changes. The participants felt motivated and empowered by seeing 
the results of their efforts. 
“I really like working with youth. I feel like you're making a difference, you're giving people 
knowledge so that they can make good life choices…. I enjoy helping people, that's why I became 
a police officer…. As much as people are like, ‘Oh, thank you so much for coming and helping 
me out today,’ unfortunately, generally, we deal with people on probably one of their worst days. 
Their headspaces are somewhere else, then they don't need to think about us. But, you know, 
sometimes you randomly do, like you'll be in Tim Horton’s and someone comes and says ‘Thank 
you very much for what you do.’” -P8 (F, 46, police officer) 
“I guess what it comes down to for me is if the work that I'm doing isn't going to make a 
difference, I don't want to do it. What it boils down for me is that it had to be purposeful and it 
had to be something that I thought was important.” -P5 (F, 71, retired from mental health 
services) 
Some participants noted the importance of a career that was congruent with their personal values 
and interests rather than satisfying social expectations. In addition, they sometimes referred to a 
calling, or intuition, as guiding their vocational choices. These codes represent the dimension of 
meaning, an important motivating factor that reflects one’s authentic identity. Yet, having a 
career that is aligned with authentic values sometimes required overcoming obstacles and 
required sacrifices. 
 “I wanted to be a doctor since I was a little kid and just as I grew up and got more and more 
interested in the field and then eventually I did pass [the exam] and became a doctor... I think 
this was something that I really wanted to do and I felt that this would be the best use of my life. 
…I was going to leave Canada if I couldn't do my medicine and I decided I'd leave Canada and 
do my exams for the U.S. but it worked out so that I didn’t have to move from Canada…. 
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Because I am a doctor, and I didn’t want to change my profession for any reason. You know, 
there was no question or changing my mind about practicing medicine.” -P4 (F, 50, physician) 
“There's very specific signals that are telling me that the thought that I have is not the right one, 
but sometimes I need to flesh it out. Like I remember the decision to tell my dad I don't want to 
be an engineer.... And he said, ‘Well, I want you to become a doctor’ and I remember that 
feeling, it was like emptiness when we were having that conversation. Because that's not what I 
wanted to hear.” -P7 (M, 51, entrepreneur) 
Regarding competence, participants indicated relying on their abilities, skills, and experience for 
career advancement—doing what they know and what they are good at. Yet, sometimes acquired 
skills held people back from doing what they really wanted, serving as disempowering factors 
described in terms of “sunk costs.” 
“When I was leaving my birth city, I was carrying my degree with me as a proof that I do have 
education, because everything else through the war could be taken away except education 
level.” -P17 (F, 62, career counsellor)  
“My skill set is talking, and my skill set is selling and I’m a quick study so I can learn the 
business pretty quick…so I’ve always felt like I can have the ability to do whatever I wanted to 
do. I always felt like I was smart enough to be able to…convince somebody to let me do it or to 
pay me to do it.” -P26 (M, 54, senior manager) 
“I was letting my strength and skills overweigh my actions, versus my interests…when you're 
young, I think you tend to stick to what you're good at, and you confuse that with your passion. 
So it's really hard to let go of something that you're really good at and go into something where 
you're passionate about [it], but you don't have…training in [it]. That's a huge change.” - P20 
(F, 38, instructor/counsellor) 
As noted above, three other themes emerged that are not part of psychological empowerment but 
had strong support in the data. First, the participants expressed a desire for constant challenges, 
learning, growth, and development. In contrast to competence, which is an outcome, challenge 
was described in terms of a process, change in order to not be stagnant, and flexibility/variety. 
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“So I started to think, I'm not a sit still kind of person, I don't deal with idle time really well. [It 
makes me feel] restless or frustrated, envious of other people who are doing exciting things.” -
P18 (M, 45, instructor/writer/investor) 
“What empowered me was a voice inside of me that said, ‘You need something new, you can do 
this, but you're not challenged,’ and I have a thirst for learning. If I'm not constantly learning, 
I’m gonna stagnate, and if I'm stagnating, guess what? I’m doing that to my team. I owe it to 
them to be able to say, ‘Someone else needs to run to this spot, and what's a part that's missing? 
What is it that I need to feed from a learning perspective.’ And then it empowers me to look for 
the next thing…. When I realize that I hit a saturation point here, I've got to go somewhere else, I 
get somebody else [to fill the role] and I go.” -P23 (F, 58, recently retired from real estate) 
Another important theme was clarity or focus—knowing what kind of career one wants rather 
than going with the flow without thinking. Having focus involved taking the time to think about 
a desirable career, self-reflecting, and setting goals. Some respondents admitted to not having 
focus until later in their career, which they now identify as a disempowering factor. Developing a 
sense of clarity, either purposefully or accidentally, then empowered the respondents to take 
control of their career. 
“When I came back I was looking for a job. I really didn't know what I wanted to do and I didn't 
care what I wanted to do, I just wanted to have a career-oriented job…. [In the MBA program], 
what ended up happening is I ended up getting all the questionnaires back and essentially all 
rang true, every last recommendation inside these questionnaires about the type of things that 
motivated me, the type of things I found interesting, the things that really upset me…how much 
my remuneration was critical to my role versus the security or how much fun I had. And I just 
read it and the whole stuff, it resonated so true with me that I decided I was going to leave my 
job.” -P26 (M, 54, senior manager)  
“Why did I go back to that [restaurant industry]? Because it was easy. And it was fun, and I was 
young and not really thinking about the future. …But all of a sudden, you wake up one day and 
you're 45. Uh, you start to think about your mortality, and your old age is right around the 
corner. That was what it was for me. That's why I decided that I should maybe get somewhat 
serious…. This business is a lot of fun and there are careers made in it, but you have to keep an 
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eye on the prize and focus. Because otherwise days turn into weeks, weeks into months and 
years, and they can flip by and you haven't proceeded upwards at all. There’s an old fable about 
the grasshopper.” -P14 (M, 62, restaurant owner/real estate agent) 
The final prominent theme that emerged was relationships—with professional networks, 
mentors, clients, family members, friends, and even society in general. It was particularly 
interesting to see how each social connection, or a part of one’s social constellation, could serve 
as an empowering (supporting, promoting, enabling) or disempowering (limiting, distracting, 
isolating) factor.  
“Oh, I did have some wrong people around me back in Montreal. So peer pressure, and there I 
had a lot of people, that right now I'm sure they have changed, but back then, we were just busy, 
not working hard, just going out too much. So that really played a big role, that's why my career 
started a little bit later than other people.” -P11 (M, 35, bank employee) 
“People—being with people, and really giving them something, giving back to people, making 
them feel good, making them achieve their potential and be happy, that was empowering, helping 
people in general…. People really helped me as well. It's not just a one-way street. I gave a lot, 
but people have really supported me. There's some special people who came out of nowhere and 
just were there for me and guided me along…in so many different ways. So many different 
aspects of my personality come from the guidance I received from exceptional people in my life.” 
-P30 (M, 35, student) 
These seven themes encompassed the sense of control that people have over their careers, i.e., 
career empowerment. Table 6 presents representative quotes, codes, and overarching themes (see 
Appendix E for more detailed data).  
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Table 6: Representative Quotes and Data Structure (Study 1) 
 
Examples Code Theme 
“Drive, desire, I wanted it, really, really wanted” Passion Meaning 
“I will not work somewhere that's going to make me sacrifice my values” Values 
“If I was really going to do something for me, what would it be” Interest 
“I was always relying on my strengths, my education and my experience” Credentials Competence 
“I was so young, and I already had a couple of years of experience” Experience 
“I was always good enough in my work that I could choose” Skill 
“The difference you can make in somebody's life” Difference Impact 
“Putting people in a better situation than they realize they could be in” Helping  
“I didn't really go and seek a lot of permission” Self-driven Self-
determination “My career kind of developed based on suggestions of others” External 
“I'd already put two years into that”  Sunk costs 
“It's a profession that is very guarded” Limitations 
“I had a clear vision of where I want to go in terms of my career” Clarity Focus 
 “I think sometimes you just have to figure out what's right for you” Self-reflection 
“You get off track, and you need to reset your goals” Goals 
“What drives me is…an intellectual curiosity and the need to learn” Learning Growth 
 “A voice inside of me that said “you're not challenged”” Challenge 
“I started to get restless…ready for something else” Change 
“Having a good support network is very important, whether it's a mentor 
or whether it's your spouse, whether it's a partner, friends, having support 
and people that will be there for you”  
People Relations 
 “Always stay in touch with people when you're working. The best time to 
find a job is when you have a job” 
Network 
 “[My wife] and I are partners; we are helping and impacting each other” Family-help 
“My parents had a lot of messaging explicitly coming my way” Family-limit 





Overall, the interviewees shared both experiences of feeling empowered and experiences of 
feeling powerless in different stages of their careers. While the analysis was data-driven, four of 
the most prominent themes mapped onto the factors comprising psychological empowerment: 
self-determination, impact, meaning, and competence. These findings provide support for the 
idea that the psychological empowerment concept can be applied to the career domain. The three 
themes beyond the scope of psychological empowerment can be found in career-related theories; 
for example, growth may be traced to the “challenge” component of KCM (Mainiero & Sullivan, 
2005) and includes learning, which is a key part of the concept of enactment (Weick, 1996) and 
of the protean career theory (Hall, 1996). Focus is similar to “career insight” from the career 
motivation scale (London, 1993) and has been previously mentioned in the context of career 
exploration (Stumpf et al., 1983). Most interestingly, the issue of relationships, which is not 
included in psychological empowerment but is theorized as its antecedent (Spreitzer, 1996), 
emerged as a dominant motivating factor that warrants more attention in the conceptualizing of 
career motivation. Relatedness is the third basic human need in SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2017, 2019), 
which also serves as the theoretical foundation for the self-determination and competence 
dimensions, thus further grounding career empowerment in SDT. Specifically, a newest addition 
to SDT is Relationship Motivation Theory (RMT, Deci & Ryan, 2014) which states that the need 
for relatedness mobilizes individuals to pursue high-quality relationships, that are critical for 
well-being.  In addition, relationships are an important source of information about the self, 
according to SCCT (Lent et al., 1994). 
 
4.4 Defining the Dimensions of Career Empowerment 
Despite its partial similarity with the dimensions of psychological empowerment, career 
empowerment stretches beyond the current job or workplace. Thus, each of the construct’s 
dimensions must be precisely defined in order to accurately represent the unique attributes of 
career empowerment. Based on the interviews, within career empowerment I defined 
“competence” as an individual's belief in their capability to perform career-related activities with 
skill and/or mastery; “impact” as the degree to which an individual can influence external 
outcomes, such as situations or people, through their own career; “meaning” as the fit between 
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one’s career and one’s beliefs, values, and purpose; and “self-determination” as making one’s 
own decisions. “Focus” was defined as the clarity of individuals’ vision of what they want their 
career to be, including but not limited to understanding their goals, how to achieve those goals, 
and recognizing their potential; “growth” as the cognitive component of active engagement in 
the process of career development, which includes seeking personal challenge and 
accomplishment, learning, and variety of experiences; and “relationships” as meaningful 
connections to other human beings that include being supportive of one's career development. 
Following this process of precise definition, I proceeded to the next phase of the research 




Study 2: Scale Development 
Following Study 1, in which the construct of career empowerment was defined, I proceeded to 
develop the scale to measure it. Following Hinkin’s (1995, 1998) theory-based scale-
construction guidelines, I generated an extensive item pool to represent the dimensions that were 
identified in Study 1, which was then reduced with the help of content and methodology experts. 
Next, I conducted a series of studies, including exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, 
tests of measurement invariance, and tests of reliability and construct validity with multiple 
samples.  
 
5.1 Item Generation and Reduction 
For item generation, I used a combination of deductive and inductive approaches to maximize 
the measure’s content validity (Hinkin, 1995). I relied mostly on the themes and quotes that 
emerged in the qualitative study but also integrated them with prior knowledge of career theory 
and motivation theories in order to make the wording more precise (e.g., the item “I have 
mastered the skills to achieve my career goals” was adapted from the psychological 
empowerment scale; Spreitzer, 1995). The items were written by three experts: myself and two 
experts in my network with extensive knowledge and interest in career theory, with top-tier 
publications in the field. Between 10 and 20 items were written for each dimension of the 
construct, generating a total of 104 items. Consistent with Hinkin’s (1998) guidelines, as the 
career empowerment concept is cognitive in nature, I focused on writing items that reflect 
cognitions rather than affective responses and behaviours; I also prohibited double-barrelled 
items to ensure that each item referred to a single issue.  
The full item pool was then subjected to content validity assessment by seven reviewers: three 
content experts (leading scholars in the field of careers), two method experts (organizational 
behaviour scholars with expertise in quantitative research methods such as scale development), 
and two practitioners (career consultants).  
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The experts came from various demographic backgrounds, in terms of gender (4 males, 3 
females), cultures (North America, South America, Europe, Asia), age and seniority – early-
career, mid-career and senior. These experts were provided with the items and definitions of each 
dimension and were asked to assess the extent to which each item fit its assigned dimension on a 
five-point Likert scale (1 = “none or hardly” to 5 = “completely or almost completely”). In 
addition, I asked the experts to evaluate the clarity of the wording of the definitions and the items 
and to provide feedback and comments to improve clarity. Upon receiving the experts’ 
evaluations, I eliminated some of the items and kept the top seven items for each dimension on 
the basis of general agreement across the reviewers. The decision was guided by a practical 
consideration, aiming to create a shorter, more parsimonious measure that will be reliable and 
valid. The accepted minimum is three items per dimension, yet a larger pool was needed for 
future testing. Creating items that will be rated highly by all experts was challenging, and in 
order to reach consensus, seven items per each dimension was deemed sufficient. The items that 
were not selected were dropped based on the following reasons: unclear wording as deemed by 
one or more reviewer, extensive similarity to other constructs, mapping onto more than one 
dimension, not distinguishing enough. At the end of this stage, the item pool consisted of 49 
items.  
The refined item pool was uploaded to a survey platform for the next step, cognitive 
interviewing, in which the survey was completed by a small sample of PhD students (n = 6) in 
the presence of the first author in order to resolve potential issues of clarity and formatting 
(Peterson et al., 2017). The participants were in the role of the survey takers: they were asked to 
rate themselves on the measure as the future survey takers will do (expressing their extent of 
agreement with each statement on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = 
“strongly agree”), and while completing the survey they stated out loud what they would be 
thinking if they would answer the survey as study participants. For example, the participants 
brought up issues of unclear wording as well as technical characteristics (e.g., complex 
vocabulary that might not be accessible for non-native English speakers and subtle differences 
between items representing the same dimension). At the end of this stage, some changes to the 
wording of the items were made to improve the clarity and general quality of the items. I then 
proceeded to assessing the psychometric properties of the scale with a series of factor analyses.  
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5.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) aims to contribute to construct validity, as the item pool is 
further reduced in order to produce a more parsimonious set of items, as well as to establish 
internal reliability for the new scales. In finalizing the set of items, I aimed to further reduce a 
concise item pool to the conventionally accepted minimum of three items per dimension (Hair et 
al., 2010). The number of separate factors or dimensions can be determined by a few criteria, 
such as an eigenvalue higher than 1.0; items that have lower correlations than .4 with the other 
items may be deleted. The internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for a new scale should be .7 or 
above, so that the items that will be retained should contribute to internal consistency while 
accurately capturing the content (Hinkin, 1998). 
5.2.1 Participants  
A sample of 410 respondents (Sample 2) was obtained through Qualtrics panel services 
(Qualtrics, n.d.). Online panels have become a popular method for collecting survey data, for 
three main reasons: fast data collection, cost-effectiveness, and sampling efficiency based on 
profiling (Callegaro et al., 2014) The choice to use an online panel in this study and the 
following ones was guided by the need to ensure representation and inclusivity. Qualtrics panel 
services allows targeted recruitment of respondents based on multiple criteria (e.g., 
demographics, occupation, education), that would otherwise be difficult to obtain. For example, 
multiple blue-collar occupations were covered, while many previous studies that use 
organizational data often only include a limited range of occupations. While there might be 
questions regarding the reliability and validity of online panel surveys, in this specific case, the 
use of online panels is justified for several reasons. First, the topic of this research is career 
management; thus, the use of self-reported data is appropriate. Second, the present research is 
interested in the general population, which can be represented by online panelists. There is 
evidence for data panels representing the general labour force better than student samples, which 
is a common sampling method used in past studies (Landers & Behrend, 2015; Roulin, 2015).  
Third, while there is some self-selection in terms of people who are able and willing to take 
surveys, there is no reason to assume that more accurate results would be obtained if the survey 
was given in-person. Qualtrics was selected as the panel provider as it has multiple tools to 
ensure and monitor data quality. In addition, multiple attention check questions were used.  
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In the overall sample, collected in North America, 49.6% of the respondents were male (average 
age = 38.91). Respondents represented a diversity of ethnicities and a wide range of occupational 
statuses (66% employed full-time, 14% employed part-time, 8% self-employed, 10% currently 
unemployed, retired, or homemakers). The respondents also had occupations in a wide range of 
industries, including education, health care, and retail, as well as construction and transportation. 
Ten entries were eliminated due to data quality issues: two did not provide consent to participate 
in the study and eight were eliminated due to unengaged response patterns. The remaining 400 
responses were randomly split into two sub-samples of 200 respondents each (Samples 2a and 
2b). For EFA, I used Sample 2a, which consisted of 200 respondents representing various 
occupational statuses and different industries (48.3% male, average age = 38.44).  
5.2.2 Procedure 
I used the initial version of the career empowerment measure consisting of the 49 items that 
survived the expert face validity assessment. Respondents indicated their agreement with each 
statement of the career empowerment scale using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = “strongly 
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). See Appendix F1 for the full measure. 
First, I examined the data in order to assess its suitability for factor analysis. In two cases (< 5% 
of the data) there were two data points missing, which were imputed by replacing each specific 
case with the median of the series for that variable (Hair et al., 2010). In one case there was an 
unreasonable mismatch between variables “age” and “years of experience”; however, the case 
was retained since the response pattern did not appear to be non-valid and the variables at stake 
were not part of the construct that is being tested. Examination of distribution indicators showed 
that for all items of the proposed measure except one, the absolute values of both skewness and 
kurtosis were lower than 2.2, such that the indicators of skewness and kurtosis were deemed 
acceptable (Sposito et al.,  1983). 
I conducted factor analysis using SPSS 25, with principal axis factor extraction and Promax 
rotation, since it cannot be assumed that the dimensions of the construct are completely not 
correlated with each other (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2011; Osborne & Banjanovic, 2016). Items 
were eliminated based on factor loadings less than .4, and cross-loadings with more than .2 
difference between any two factor loadings (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The number of 
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factors was determined based on the conventional approach of eigenvalue higher than 1.0, scree 
plot and % variance explained. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability of each 
subscale. 
5.2.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis Findings: 
The results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test ( = .941; Kaiser, 1970) suggested that the data may be 
grouped into a smaller set of underlying factors. Bartlett’s sphericity test was significant (p < 
0.001), which also supports the use of factor analysis by suggesting relationships between the 
items (Hair et al., 2010). For most cases, extracted communalities were higher than .5 and in all 
cases, they were higher than .25 (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The total variance explained 
was 63%, such that the EFA was deemed appropriate. 
In the initial EFA, based on the extraction of factors with an eigenvalue higher than 1, the 
proposed solution had eight factors. However, for the eighth factor, the loadings were all below 
.32. Hence, a seven-factor solution was tested. The highest correlation between the factors was 
.697, which suggests that the factors are not identical. Cross-loading items where difference was 
lower than .2 were removed. Only items with loading weights of at least .4 on a single factor 
were retained (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Some items were negatively worded, which is 
reflected in negative loadings. At this stage, I eliminated 23 items and re-computed the EFA. The 
resulting solution, based on eigenvalue higher than 1 and explaining 66.67% of the variance, had 
six factors, when the items that represented meaning loaded on the same factor that represented 
growth. Despite the original separation between the themes of meaning and growth, following an 
inspection of the items in both subscales in terms of content and theory, I accepted a possibility 
that these items may indeed reflect a single factor. As EFA is most often used to generate theory 
about a factor’s structure (Henson & Roberts, 2006), despite the initial conceptualization, it was 
reasonable to see how meaning and growth may represent a common factor of self-actualization, 
or fulfillment. Hence, a six-factor model was hypothesized for the next step of testing, which is 
the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). All six factors demonstrated satisfactory internal 
consistency: self-determination (alpha = .916), competence (alpha = .772), impact (alpha = .916), 
focus (alpha = .922), relation (alpha = .726), and fulfillment (alpha = .928). All were higher than 




Table 7: EFA Final Solution (Sample 2a) 
Extraction method: Principal axis factoring. Rotation method: Promax with Kaiser normalization 
 
Item/Loading  
(see item content in Appendix F1) 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
growth_2 .936 
     
growth_4 .930 
     
growth_3 .792 
     
growth_1 .679 
     
meaning_2 .502 
     
meaning_3  .497 
     
meaning_4 .444 
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competence_3 
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5.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Next, I conducted a CFA, which aims to evaluate the goodness of fit of the proposed measure 
and to see whether the data support the proposed factor structure. The commonly used indicators 
of goodness of fit are described by Hu & Bentler (1999) as follows: model chi-square (χ2) 
ideally should be statistically non-significant, although it often is, because of its sensitivity to 
sample size; the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and comparative fit index (CFI) should be above .9; 
and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR) indices should be below .8, although .5 is a more conservative test (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999).  
5.3.1 Participants 
Sample 2a was used as described above, and I replicated the analysis with Sample 2b, consisting 
of 200 respondents representing various occupational statuses and different industries (50% 
male, average age = 39.23). I used the refined career empowerment measure—26 items that 
passed the EFA (marked in Appendix F1 with *).  
5.3.2 Procedure 
I examined the data for Sample 2b and made decisions as follows: in two cases (< 5% of the 
data) there was a single data point missing, which I imputed by replacing each data point with 
the median of the series (Hair et al., 2010). In one case there was an unreasonable response for 
the variable “tenure”; however, the case was retained since the response pattern did not appear to 
be non-valid and the variable at stake was not a part of the construct that is being tested. 
Examination of distribution indicators showed that for all items of the proposed measure the 
absolute values of both skewness and kurtosis were lower than 3. Overall, the indicators of 
skewness and kurtosis were deemed acceptable (Sposito et al., 1983). 
I conducted the factor analysis on Samples 2a and 2b using Mplus 7.2 (Muthén & Muthén,1998-
2014), with maximum likelihood robust (MLR) estimation that uses maximum information to 
reproduce a model that is closest to the observed data. I tested alternative models and assessed 




5.3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Findings 
For Sample 2a, I tested the model that emerged from EFA, with six factors: competence, impact, 
self-determination, focus, fulfillment (combination of meaning and growth), and relationships. 
The model (Model 1) showed acceptable goodness of fit (χ2 = 576.549, df = 284, p < .001; CFI = 
.925; TLI = .914; SRMR = .057; RMSEA = .072). However, some improvement could be made 
to it. First, I deleted five items with the lowest loadings on their assigned dimension (self-
determinaton_1, impact_5, focus_4, relationships_4, growth_1) , leaving three top-loading items 
per each dimension, for a total of 21 items. The modified model (Model 2) had a better fit (χ2 = 
238.697, df = 174, p < .001; CFI = .969; TLI = .962; SRMR = .042; RMSEA = .043). Finally, I 
tested the originally theorized seven-factor model with 21 items (Model 3), which resulted in a 
well-fitting model (χ2 = 208.850, df = 168, p < .001; CFI = .980; TLI = .975; SRMR = .035; 
RMSEA = .040). Combining all the items on one factor (Model 4) did not have a good fit (χ2 = 
855.299, df = 189, p < .001; CFI = .664; TLI = .627; SRMR = .090; RMSEA =.133). Table 8 
summarizes the findings. Table 10 describes Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for each subscale. 
 
Table 8: CFA Comparisons of Model Fit Using Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) 
Estimation (Sample 2a) 
 
Model χ2(df)  
 
RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1 576.549 (284)  
 
.072 .925 .914 .057 
Model 2 238.697 (174) 
 
.053 .969 .962 .037 
Model 3 208.850 (168) 
 
.040 .980 .975 .035 
Model 4 855.299 (189) 
 
.133 .664 .627 .090 
 
Model 1: Original following EFA—meaning and growth combined: 6-factor. 
Model 2: 6-factor; modification—5 of the lowest-loading items deleted.  
Model 3: 7-factor  
Model 4: Single factor 
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A similar pattern was observed with Sample 2b. Model 1, the original model from EFA, showed 
acceptable goodness of fit (χ2 = 473.714, df = 284, p < .001; CFI = .931; TLI = .922; SRMR = 
.057; RMSEA = .058). Model 2 with lower-loading items deleted had a better fit (χ2 = 272.864, 
df = 174, p < .001; CFI = .950; TLI = .940; SRMR = .037; RMSEA = .053). The 21-item, seven-
factor Model 3 had a superior fit (χ2 = 232.788, df = 168, p < .001; CFI = .967; TLI = .959; 
SRMR = .035; RMSEA = .044). Model 4, with all items loading on one factor, did not have a 
good fit (χ2 = 902.459, df = 189, p < .001; CFI = .654; TLI = .616; SRMR = .092; RMSEA = 
.137). Table 9 summarizes the findings. Table 10 describes Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for 
each subscale. 
 
Table 9: CFA Comparisons of Model Fit Using Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) 








Model 1: Original following EFA—meaning and growth combined: 6-factor. 
Model 2: 6-factor; modification—5 of the lowest-loading items deleted.  
Model 3: 7-factor  








RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1 473.714 (284) .058 .931 .922 .057 
 
Model 2 272.864 (174) .053 .950 .940 .037 
 
Model 3 232.788 (168) .044 .967 .959 .035 
 




Table 10: Sub-Scale Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) 
 
Factor Sample 1a Sample 1b 
Self-determination .914 .883 
Competence .772 .852 
Impact .900 .913 
Focus .937 .939 
Meaning .890 .868 
Growth .884 .887 
Relationships .725 .709 
 
5.3.3 Revising The Item Pool 
Although the parsimonious 21-item set had an overall good fit, the surviving items for the 
relationships dimension did not cover the whole breadth of the construct as intended. Instead, 
they seem to be linked together due to negative wording which creates a common factor, rather 
than representing a common construct. To address this concern, a new set of 10 items 
representing the relationships dimension was written and assessed by two experts. No items were 
retained from the original set, as they either failed the validation tests, not loading on the 
intended factor, or did not represent the intended content – non-specific relationships that support 
one’s career. The new items were written following a literature search on the impact of networks, 
mentoring and non-work relationships, such that they capture the construct more accurately. 
Because the number of dimensions was already determined, I proceeded to the CFA with the 18 
previously validated items and 10 new relationship items to first reduce this subscale and then 
assess model fit (see Appendix F2). 
5.3.4 Participants  
A new sample consisting of 400 participants, Sample 3, was collected and randomly split into 
two samples (3a and 3b). In Sample 3, 55% of the participants were employed full-time, 33% 
were employed part-time, and 12% were self-employed. In addition, the participants held a wide 
range of white-collar and blue-collar occupations. Sample 3a (M = 45.2%, average age = 43.16) 
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and Sample 3b (M = 48.0%, average age = 41.91) were comparable to the overall Sample 3 in 
terms of demographics. Another sample (Sample 4, N=190, M = 43.2%, average age = 52.13) 
was used for replication.  
5.3.5 Procedure 
I conducted the CFA using Mplus 7.2 (Muthén & Muthén,1998-2014), with MLR on Sample 3a. 
Based on the findings of the previous CFA, I continued testing seven-factor models. Model 1 
that included 28 items had a moderate fit (χ2 = 672.994, df = 329, p < .001; CFI = .850; TLI = 
.827; SRMR = .060; RMSEA = .101). Based on the factor loadings, I retained only the three 
best-loading items for the relationships factor, and tested Model 2 with 21 items. This model 
showed a significantly better fit (χ2 = 307.757, df = 168, p < .001; CFI = .908; TLI = .885; 
SRMR = .044; RMSEA = .090). I also tested a second-order model (Model 3) where the seven 
dimensions loaded on a single higher-order factor, that had a slightly lower fit compared to 
Model 2 (χ2 = 333.819, df = 182, p < .001; CFI = .900; TLI = .885; SRMR = .052; RMSEA = 
.090). This finding is consistent with previous findings regarding validation of psychological 
empowerment (Boudrias et al.,  2004) that showed that upon moving from a first-order factor 
model to a second-order model, the model fit drops, though it can be improved by allowing some 
factors to correlate freely (also demonstrated by Kraimer et al., 1999). Theoretically speaking, I 
do not see the factors as interchangeable. Hence, a first-order model is more suitable for career 
empowerment, such that Model 2 was deemed to represent the construct most accurately. 
Another model, Model 4, where all the items are loading on a single factor, did not have a good 
fit compared to the previous models (χ2 = 570.156, df = 189, p < .001; CFI = .749; TLI = .721; 
SRMR = .069; RMSEA = .141), which supports my argument of a multidimensional construct. 
Table 11 summarizes the findings and Table 12 presents χ2 comparisons representing the 







Table 11: CFA Comparisons of Model Fit Using Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) 








Model 1: 7 dimensions, 28 items (all 10 new relationship items) 
Model 2: 7 dimensions, 21 items after keeping 3 top-loading relationship items  
Model 3: 7 dimensions, 2nd order  
Model 4: Single factor  
 




I replicated the analysis with Sample 3b, with similar results. Model 1 that included 28 items had 
a moderate fit (χ2 = 718.220, df = 329, p < .001; CFI = .852; TLI = .830; SRMR = .062; RMSEA 
= .109). I then tested Model 2 with the 21 final items, which showed a significantly better fit (χ2 
= 396.511, df = 168, p < .001; CFI = .876; TLI = .845; SRMR = .049; RMSEA = .117). As 
expected, the second-order model showed a drop in the goodness of fit (χ2 = 427.628, df = 182, 
p < .001; CFI = .867; TLI = .847; SRMR = .063; RMSEA = .116). A single-factor Model 4 did 
not show a good fit compared to the previous models (χ2 = 1013.029, df = 189, p < .001; CFI = 
Model χ2(df) 
 
RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1 672.994 (329) .101 .850 .827 .060 
Model 2 307.757 (168) .090 .908 .885 .044 
Model 3 333.819 (182) .090 .900 .885 .052 
Model 4 570.156 (189) .141 .749 .721 .069 
Comparison Sattora-Bentler Scaled  
Chi-Square Difference (TRd) 
Difference in  
Degrees of Freedom (Δdf) 
p-value 
1&2 371.57 161 0.000 
2&3 25.92 14 0.027 
2&3 153.17 21 0.000 
3&4 85.96 7 0.000 
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.554; TLI = .505; SRMR = .0.096; RMSEA = .209). Table 13 summarizes the findings and Table 
14 presents χ2 comparisons representing the significance of differences between the models. 
Finally, I confirmed the seven-factor Model 2 on Sample 4, where the items representing the 
factors were presented in random order. The model fit the data well (χ2 = 340.126, df = 168, p < 
.001; CFI = .939; TLI = .924; SRMR = .041; RMSEA = .069).  
 
Table 13: CFA Comparisons of Model Fit Using Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) 




RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1 718.220 (329) .109 .852 .830 .062 
Model 2 396.511 (168) .117 .876 .845 .049 
Model 3 427.628 (182) .116 .867 .847 .063 
Model 4 1013.029 (189) .209 .554 .505 .096 
 
Model 1: 7 dimensions, 28 items (all 10 new relationship items) 
Model 2: 7 dimensions, 21 items after keeping 3 top-loading relationship items  
Model 3: 7 dimensions, 2nd order  
Model 4: Single factor  
 
Table 14: Comparison of χ2 Between Models (Sample 3b) 
 
Comparison Sattora-Bentler Scaled  
Chi-Square Difference (TRd) 
Difference in  
Degrees of Freedom (Δdf) 
p-value 
1&2 286.94 161 .000 
2&3 31.65 14 .027 
2&3 395.59 21 .000 
3&4 266.11 7 .000 
68 
 
In sum, in all three samples, I found support for my conceptualization of career empowerment as 
a multidimensional construct with seven factors. The final scale was tested for internal 
consistency, and each sub-scale demonstrated a Cronbach's alpha greater than .7. See Table 15  
for the final list of scale items, their loadings and sub-scale reliabilities. The correlations between 
the sub-scales were tested as well (see Table 16 and Table 17). In almost all cases, the 
correlations between the sub-scales were below .8, indicating sufficient discriminant validity 
between the factors of the construct (Brown, 2006). The correlation between meaning and impact 
was .81 in sample 3a, which hints at a strong relationship between the two factors; however, 
combining the two factors has less theoretical support, and was not supported by CFA, such that 




Table 15: Final Items, Sub-Scale Reliabilities, and Standardized Loadings 
 
Factor Item Estimate S.E. Estimate S.E. 
Samples 3a / 4  Sample 3a Sample 4 
Self-
determination: 
α=.92 / α=.84 
I am able to take action in my career  .92 .04 .70 .05 
I am able to guide the direction of my career  .88 .04 .84 .04 
I am in control of my career .84 .05 .83 .04 
Competence: 
 
α=.85 / α=.91 
I have sufficient credentials to take my career in the 
direction I want  
.80 .08 .83 .04 
I have mastered the skills to achieve my career goals  .82 .06 .89 .02 
I have sufficient knowledge to achieve my career goals  .75 .10 .91 .02 
Impact: 
 
α=.94 / α=.91 
I make a difference in people’s lives  .94 .02 .82 .04 
I make an impact  .96 .02 .96 .01 
I leave a mark  .84 .05 .84 .94 
Meaning:  
α=.89 / α=.83 
My career fits my values  .80 .08 .75 .05 
What I do in my career is personally meaningful to me  .87 .05 .74 .95 
In my career, I am true to myself  .86 .04 .89 .02 
Focus: 
 
α=.93 / α=.93 
I know what I want to do in my career  .92 .04 .89 .02 
I have a clear vision of my career  .92 .04 .90 .02 
I know what I want to achieve in my career  .93 .03 .92 .02 
Growth: 
α=.91 / α=.89 
 
In my career I grow as a professional  .89 .03 .86 .03 
My career provides me with ongoing learning 
opportunities  
.83 .05 .87 .02 
In my career I am intellectually stimulated  .89 .03 .84 .03 
Relationships: 
α=.91 / α=.86 
 
I have relationships that are useful for my career 
development 
.89 .04 .79 .05 
I have people I can go to for advice about my career .90 .04 .85 .03 





Table 16: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between the Career Empowerment 
Factors (Sample 3a) 
 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Self-
determination 
5.69 1.45 (.92)      
 
2. Competence 5.52 1.46 .75** (.85)      
3. Impact 5.59 1.46 .67** .64** (.94)     
4. Meaning 5.67 1.48 .72** .69** .81** (.89)    
5. Focus 5.81 1.47 .68** .63** .63** .70** (.93)   
6. Growth 5.48 1.59 .76** .72** .70** .80** .72** (.91)  
7. Relationships 5.38 1.576 .73** .64** .64** .66** .64** .79** (.91) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  Listwise N = 200. Values reported on the 
diagonal are alpha reliability estimates. 
 
Table 17: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between the Career Empowerment 
Factors (Sample 3b) 
 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Self-
determination 
5.71 1.38 (.84) 
     
 
2. Competence 5.46 1.56 .71** (.91) 
    
 
3. Impact 5.69 1.37 .58** .62** (.91) 
   
 
4. Meaning 5.93 1.27 .62** .64** .76** (.83) 
  
 
5. Focus 5.95 1.30 .56** .63** .59** .70** (.93) 
 
 
6. Growth 5.75 1.36 .61** .67** .67** .73** .78** (.89)  
7. Relationships 5.46 1.55 .53** .67** .65** .64** .58** .767** (.86) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  Listwise N = 200. Values reported on the 





The findings confirmed my hypothesized seven-factor model with 21 items. The model fit and 
reliabilities of the overall scale and each subscale were very good. Overall, the results supported 
the construct validity of the instrument. 
 
5.4 Measurement Invariance 
After validating the career empowerment scale, I aimed to further establish its validity in 
different populations. To do so, I tested measurement invariance to determine if career 
empowerment is gender- and age- invariant, i.e., conceptualized in the same way in the 
participants’ responses regardless of their gender and age (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). 
Research suggests that there are differences between men and women in regard to agency (see 
the discussion in Schesny et al., 2019) and that age may play a role in the development of 
competence and be expressed in inter-generational differences in values (Cennamo & Gardner, 
2008).  
Because I was aiming to produce a scale that was applicable to the general population rather than 
specific subgroups, it was important to establish that the career empowerment scale will be 
construed similarly by people of different genders and ages. Sample 3 was chosen for this 
procedure, as it had 400 participants who could be split into two equivalent groups of sufficient 
sample size. First, the sample was split into two groups based on gender (male and female) for a 
cross-gender equivalence test. Then, the full sample was split into two groups around the age 
median of 40: one group 40 years of age and younger and one group 41 years of age and older. 
Vandenberg and Lance (2000) recommend first testing configural invariance (equivalent factor 
structure), then metric invariance (equivalent factor loadings), and scalar invariance (equivalent 
item intercepts). As each step adds new restrictions, the model fit for each step is compared to 
the model fit of the preceding step; to pass the test, the drop in model fit should be negligible. A 
commonly recommended decision rule for accepting the invariance hypothesis is ΔCFI equal to 
or smaller than .002 (Meade et al., 2008). For both gender and age, configural, metric, and scalar 
invariance were supported, suggesting that men and women understand career empowerment in a 
similar way when responding to the scale and that career empowerment is perceived similarly 
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across age groups. Table 18 presents the results. These findings reinforce the validity of the 
career empowerment scale across subgroups and its appropriateness for use in various 
populations. 
 Table 18: Measurement Invariance (Sample 3) 
 
 
5.5 Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
After validating the structure of the scale, I sought to examine its relationships with variables that 
are predicted to be related but distinct. I expected career empowerment to be positively 
correlated with career motivation, career adaptability, employability, work self-efficacy, work 
volition, and protean career orientation—related constructs that are described in detail in Chapter 
3.2. I also expected it to be positively correlated with psychological empowerment, as the 
construct upon which the conceptualization of career empowerment is based, and some of the 
items’ wording was used in an adapted form. I expected a positive correlation with 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction, which are well-known consequences of 
psychological empowerment, and a negative correlation with turnover intentions and career 
entrenchment, as being empowered is expected to decrease the feeling of being trapped in a 
career. I anticipated no correlations with the personality traits of extraversion and 
conscientiousness, suggesting that both introverts and extroverts, as well as people high or low 
on conscientiousness, could be equally empowered in their careers (unlike openness to 
experience, agreeableness, and neuroticism, which theoretically could be correlated with career 
Model χ2 df fac CFI ΔCFI RMSEA SRMR Decision 
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empowerment). By predicting that career empowerment is correlated with variables within the 
same content area, I aim to establish its place in the nomological network of career theory. At the 
same time, these correlations should not be too high (above .80), which might signal that it is not 
sufficiently distinct from existing constructs, essentially covering the same content and not 
adding incremental value in predicting career-related outcomes. 
5.5.1 Participants 
For this set of analyses, I used Sample 3b. 
5.5.2 Measures 
Career empowerment was measured with the 21 items developed in the previous stage. 
Participants indicated their agreement with each statement using a seven-point Likert-type scale 
(1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). Cronbach’s alpha for the sample was .97. 
Career adaptability was measured with 12 items from the short version of the career adapt-
abilities scale (Maggiori et al., 2017). Participants were asked to rate their strengths on a five-
point Likert scale (1 = “not strong” to 5 = “strongest”). Further details about the scale are 
provided in Chapter 3.2 and Appendix G2 (Cronbach’s alpha = .94). 
Career motivation was measured with 17 items from the career motivation scale (London, 1993). 
Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements describing their 
feelings, on a five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Further 
details about the scale are provided in Chapter 3.2 and Appendix G2 (Cronbach’s alpha = .90). 
Employability was measured with 25 items from Fugate and Kinicki’s (2008) instrument. 
Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements describing their 
feelings on a five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Further 
details about the scale are provided in Chapter 3.2 and Appendix G3 (Cronbach’s alpha = .95). 
Career entrenchment was measured with 12 items from the career entrenchment instrument 
(Carson et al., 1995). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the 
statements describing their line of work/career field, or occupation, on a five-point Likert scale 
(1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Sample items were “I have too much time 
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invested in my line of work/career field to change” and “It would be very costly for me to switch 
my line of work/career field” (Cronbach’s alpha = .74). 
Psychological empowerment was measured with 12 items from the career empowerment scale 
(Spreitzer, 1995). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the 
statements, on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). 
Sample items were “I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job” and I”I am 
self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities” (Cronbach’s alpha = .92). 
Organizational commitment was measured with 24 items from Meyer and Allen’s (1991) 
instrument. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements 
regarding their current workplace on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = 
“strongly agree”). Sample items were “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with 
this organization” and “I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I 
am to this one” (Cronbach’s alpha = .83). 
Job satisfaction was measured with the three-item satisfaction measure (Camman et al.,1979). 
The items were “All in all I am satisfied in my job”, “In general, I don't like my job”, and “In 
general, I like working here”. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with 
the statements on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree” to 5 = ”strongly agree”). 
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was= .84. 
Turnover intentions were measured with a four-item instrument (Kelloway et al., 1999). 
Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements on a five-point 
Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). A sample item was “I am thinking 
about leaving my organization” (Cronbach’s alpha = .91). 
Extraversion and conscientiousness were each measured with four items from the mini-IPIP 
scale (Donnellan et al., 2006). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with 
the statements, on a five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). 
Sample items were “I talk to a lot of different people at parties” and “I get chores done right 




Social desirability was included as a control variable and measured using a 10-item scale 
(Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). The scale consists of statements that are rated as true or false for 
each. Sample items were “I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake” and “There 
have been occasions when I took advantage of someone” (Cronbach’s alpha = .62).  
I repeated the convergent validity test using Sample 4, with a slightly different set of variables. I 
again measured career empowerment (Cronbach’s alpha = .97), career adaptability(Cronbach’s 
alpha = .93), employability (Cronbach’s alpha = .95), career motivation (Cronbach’s alpha = 
.89), psychological empowerment (Cronbach’s alpha = .91) and social desirability as described 
above. In addition, I measured: 
(1) Protean career orientation with the seven-item instrument by Baruch (2014). Participants 
were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements, on a five-point 
Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Further details about the 
scale are provided in Chapter 3.2 and Appendix G3 (Cronbach’s alpha = .86). 
 
(2) Work self-efficacy with the 26-item instrument by Barbaranelli et al. (2018). Participants 
were asked to indicate the score that best represents their degree of confidence in their 
ability to do each of the things described on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all” to 
7 = “completely”). Further details about the scale are provided in Chapter 3.2 and 
Appendix G3 (Cronbach’s alpha = .95). 
 
(3) Work volition with the 14-item instrument by Duffy et al. (2012). Participants were asked 
to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements on a seven-point Likert scale (1 
= “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). Further details about the scale are 
provided in Chapter 3.2 and Appendix G2 (Cronbach’s alpha = .90).  
5.5.3 Procedure 






In general, most correlations between career empowerment and constructs of interest were 
statistically significant: career empowerment was positively and strongly correlated with career 
adaptability (r = .76 (Sample 3b); r = .60 (Sample 4)), employability (r = .80 (Sample 3b); r = 
.73 (Sample 4)), career motivation (r = .82 (Sample 3b); r = .78 (Sample 4)), and psychological 
empowerment (r = .80 (Sample 3b); r = 70 (Sample 4)). In addition, career empowerment had 
moderate positive relationships with job satisfaction (r = .60) and organizational commitment (r 
= .46) and a moderate negative relationship with turnover intentions (r = -.30). The relationships 
between career empowerment and protean career orientation, work self-efficacy, and work 
volition were significant and positive (r = .71, r = .49, r = .46, respectively). The relationships 
between career empowerment and personality traits such as extraversion and conscientiousness 
were also positive and significant, although relatively small in magnitude (r = .23 and r = .28, 
respectively). Interestingly, the relationship between career empowerment and career 
entrenchment was not significant. In Sample 3b, there was a moderate negative correlation 
between career empowerment and social desirability (r = -.37). The above correlations suggest 
that career empowerment has sufficient convergent validity, i.e., captures content that is relevant 
within its intended domain. While in Sample 3b two correlations between career empowerment 
and other constructs are equal to the r = 0.8 threshold and one slightly exceeds it (r = 0.82), in 
Sample 4 all correlations are below the threshold, indicating discriminant validity according to 
Brown (2006). These correlations are similar in magnitude to those between other career-related 
constructs, when the strongest correlations are not as strong compared to some of the other 
correlations (e.g., career motivation and employability, r = 0.9), thus demonstrating improved 
discriminant validity and less overlap. Specifically, the high correlations between career 
empowerment and psychological empowerment (r = 0.8 and r = 0.7) are deemed acceptable as 
the constructs are conceptually different: psychological empowerment refers to tasks at the 
current job and career empowerment refers to the career trajectory as a whole. While career 
empowerment shares a few common ideas with psychological empowerment, it applies them to a 
different context and adds more dimensions that are not included under psychological 
empowerment. Moreover, the correlation between career empowerment and psychological 
empowerment in Sample 3b is comparable to the correlation between career motivation and 
psychological empowerment (r = 0.8 and r = 0.79, respectively), and in Sample 4 the correlation 
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between career empowerment and psychological empowerment in Sample 3b is lower than the 
correlation between career motivation and psychological empowerment (r = 0.7 and r = 0.75, 
respectively), which suggests a better distinction between the constructs and a more efficient 
theorizing.  Tables 19 and 20 present the descriptive statistics and correlations for both samples.  
To further examine discriminant validity, I followed the recommendations of Anderson and 
Gerbing (1988) and tested a series of models in which career empowerment was sequentially 
paired with the following constructs: career adaptability, employability, career motivation, and 
psychological empowerment. I used Samples 3b and 4. CFA showed that in every case, a two-
factor model in which the constructs were separate had a better fit then a one-factor model, 
where items from each pair of constructs were combined, suggesting that career empowerment is 
distinct from similar constructs. Tables 21 and 22 present the results. 
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Table 19: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Test of Convergent and Discriminant Validity (Sample 3b) 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Career Empowerment 5.71 1.17 (.97) 
          
2. Career Adaptability 3.87 0.83 .76** (.94) 
         
3. Career Motivation 4.14 0.61 .82** .78** (.90) 
        
4. Employability 4.08 0.68 .80** .80** .90** (.95) 
       
5. Career Entrenchment 3.04 0.65 .11 .03 .06 .03 (.74) 
      
6. Work Commitment 4.53 0.83 .46** .36** .50** .54** .42** (.83) 
     
7. Psychological Empowerment 5.78 1.07 .80** .69** .79** .80** .05 .50** (.92) 
    
8. Job Satisfaction 4.09 0.99 .60** .44** .56** .60** .05 .57** .63** (.84) 
 
  
9. Turnover Intentions 2.51 1.26 -.30** -.21** -.28* -.28* -.19** -.44** -.37** -.64** (.91) 
  
10. Extraversion  3.00 0.99 .23** .31** .32** .31** .01 .13 .14 .17* -.12 (.75) 
 
11. Conscientiousness 3.87 0.85 .28** .32* .36** .29** -.03 .24** .35** .33** -.30** .03 (.65) 
12. Social Desirability - - -.35* -.30* -.33* -.32** .06 -.31** -.29** -.30** .34** -0.13 -.29** 
Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  








Table 20: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Test of Convergent and Discriminant Validity (Sample 4) 
 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Career Empowerment 5.43 1.23 (.97) 
        
2. Career Adaptability 3.59 0.76 .60** (.93) 
       
3. Career Motivation 3.99 0.57 .78** .64** (.89) 
      
4. Employability 3.89 0.64 .73** .61** .89** (.95) 
     
5. Protean Orientation 3.82 0.71 .72** .60** .76** .74** (.86) 
    
6. Psychological Empowerment 5.52 1.06 .70** .51** .75** .81** .70** (.91) 
   
7. Work Self-Efficacy 5.44 0.88 .49** .56** .63** .62** .60** .62** (.95) 
  
8. Work Volition 4.88 1.25 .46** .24** .33** .32** .29** .34** .22** (.90) 
 
9. Impact of COVID-19 5.16 2.44 .04 .02 .01 .03 .07 -.02 -.04 -.18* 
 
10. Social Desirability  - - -.09 -.01 -.11 -.12 -.08 -.08 -.11 -.18* 0.13 
Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 Values reported on the diagonal are alpha reliability estimates. Listwise N = 190
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Table 22: Discriminant Validity (Sample 4) 
 
Model χ2(df)  RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1a: CarEmp+Adapt 1390.444 (495)  .138 .640 .616 .116 
Model 1b: CarEmp, Adapt separate 1112.749 (494) .115 .751 .734 .087 
Model 2a: CarEmp+Employ 2441.393 (989)  .124 .614 .596 .086 
Model 2b: CarEmp, Employ separate 2352.049 (988)  .121 .638 .620 .082 
Model 3a: CarEmp+Motiv 1507.135 (665)  .115 .696 .678 .081 
Model 3b: CarEmp, Motiv separate 1457.329 (664)  .112 .713 .696 .079 
Model 4a: CarEmp+PsychEmp 1551.209 (495)  .150 .620 .595 .098 
Model 4b: CarEmp, PsychEmp separate 1497.602 (494) .146 .639 .614 .091 
Model 5a: CarEmp+Protean 851.975 (350)  .123 .751 .732 .072 
Model 5b: CarEmp, Protean separate 793.925 (349)  .116 .780 .761 .068 
Model 6a: CarEmp+WSeff 3468.921 (1034)  .157 .416 .390 .163                   
Model 6b: CarEmp, WSeff separate 2898.926 (1033)  .138 .553 .532 .125 
Model 7a: CarEmp+WVol 1832.033 (560)  .155 .575 .548 .161 
Model 7b: CarEmp, WVol separate 1607.515 (559)  .141 0.650 0.627 0.218 
Model χ2(df) RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Model 1a: CarEmp+Adapt 1795.700 (495) .162 .586 .558 .088 
Model 1b: CarEmp, Adapt separate 1637.893 (494) .152 .635 .610 .079 
Model 2a: CarEmp+Employ 3007.613 (989) .143 .540 .519 .091 
Model 2b: CarEmp, Employ separate 2778.612 (988) .135 .592 .573 .084 
Model 3a: CarEmp+Motiv 1988.377 (665) .141 .588 .565 .085 
Model 3b: CarEmp, Motiv separate 1930.050 (664) .138 .606 .583 .084 
Model 4a: CarEmp+PsychEmp 1884.817 (495) .168 .541 .510 .094 




In this phase, I established the convergent validity of the career empowerment scale by 
examining its relationship with other constructs related to the same content field. Career 
empowerment was found to be correlated with leading career-related constructs such as career 
adaptability, career motivation, employability, and protean career orientation. It was also 
correlated with job-related constructs such as workplace commitment and turnover intentions. In 
addition, I demonstrated that career empowerment is distinct from all these constructs, 
supporting the discriminant validity of the scale. 
5.5.5 Common Method Bias 
For both Samples 3a and 3b, I tested for common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) using 
SAS Studio software. A common marker variable approach was used, which includes an 
unrelated factor in addition to the theorized model and estimates common variance in the form of 
common latent factor (CLF) that is shared by all variables in the model. The chosen unrelated 
factor was career entrenchment (Carson et al., 1995), measured by 12 items, which was found 
not to be significantly correlated with career empowerment. For Sample 3a, the value of CLF 
was .48, corresponding to a shared variance of 22.6%, and for Sample 3b, the value of CLF was 
.44, corresponding to a shared variance of 19%. Both values are less than the threshold value of 





Study 3: Nomological Network 
In this section, I develop hypotheses regarding the nomological network—that is, the predicted 
antecedents and consequences of career empowerment. I describe a study in which I tested these 
hypotheses and demonstrate the incremental criterion-related validity of career empowerment, 
i.e., its ability to predict proposed outcomes above and beyond similar existing constructs. Career 
empowerment as a cognitive construct is proposed to be predicted by perceptions of the self and 
the environment, but also by human capital and potential barriers to successful employment. 
Both individual and social-structural factors that represent the context are expected to serve as 
information that feeds into the cognitions of control over one’s career. The predicted 
consequences of career empowerment are proactive career behaviours (or career self-
management) and career outcomes.  
 
6.1 Hypotheses Development 
6.1.1 Antecedents of Career Empowerment 
Most career theories contend that both personal and contextual factors shape career behaviour. In 
terms of individual factors, motivation theories such as SCT ( Bandura, 1986, 1989) and SCCT 
(Lent et al., 1994) consider self-efficacy to be one of the key factors that determine motivation. 
In their model of career control, Guest and Rodrigues (2015) refer to individual differences in 
self-efficacy and locus of control as factors that have been found to be associated with seeking to 
exert control, which makes them potential predictors of career empowerment. In addition, 
exercising control is argued to be a proactive behaviour (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015), which is 
often explained by propensities (e.g., a proactive personality; Parker et al., 2010). The model of 
career control (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015) mentions human capital as an enabler of control, since 
people with valuable qualities have a wider range of career opportunities, which gives them more 
control of their career choices. Here I propose that the most relevant personal factors that may 
make an individual feel empowered (or not) in regard to their careers are core self-evaluations, 
proactive personality, and human capital. I theorize that core-self evaluations, which include 
components such as self-efficacy and locus of control, and proactive personality, are associated 
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with the need for autonomy as described by SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019). 
Hence, I expect them to be positively linked with career empowerment. Human capital, which 
includes education and work experiences, is associated with the SDT need for competence, and 
is therefore also predicted to be related to career empowerment. Another reason to include these 
proposed antecedents together is that (as elaborated below) core-self evaluations and proactive 
personality are latent variables that represent individuals’ perceptions of their own personalities, 
and human capital is a personal factor that can be measured by objective indicators, thus 
complementing the cognition-based antecedents.  
In addition to the personal factors, there are contextual factors that are expected to impact 
individuals’ sense of empowerment. Spreitzer (1992) argued that in regard to psychological 
empowerment, social-structural factors do not determine it but rather facilitate it: even within 
unfavourable environmental conditions, people can be empowered (and vice versa—some people 
will not be empowered within the most supportive conditions). Acknowledging the potential 
supportive role of the environment, I aim to identify the most important factors. Within 
organizations, Spreitzer (1992) argued that the social-structural factors that are most relevant to 
psychological empowerment are organizational structure, access to sources of system power, and 
organizational culture. Within the career domain, I argue that the key contextual factors are the 
family (namely, family of origin and current family) and the immediate economic environment 
in which careers take place. Theoretically, the family-related factors correspond with the SDT 
need for relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019), which can affect individual 
career decisions in order to accommodate this need. The economic environment represents the 
wider social context that individuals are embedded in, according to SDT: “motivated individuals 
exist within social contexts, and research indicates that contexts vary in the degree to which they 
support the individuals’ autonomy versus control their behaviors, thoughts, and feelings” (Ryan 
& Deci, 2012, p. 86). Again, within the scope of the current thesis, I will focus on a few 
objective indicators (family structure) and subjective indicators (perceived employment 
opportunities and perceived financial security).  
In the next sections, I will provide the reasoning for choosing these proposed antecedents and 
develop specific hypotheses. It is important to mention that for individuals who are married (or 
in a shared household relationship), their partner’s contribution to the household is another factor 
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that might affect their sense of empowerment. However, since the research sample will not 
include only married individuals, I do not develop hypotheses regarding the partner’s 
employment status (which would substantially limit the sample size) but use the relevant data as 
control variables. 
6.1.1.1 Personal Characteristics 
6.1.1.1.1 Core Self-Evaluations 
Core self-evaluations are conceptualized as a latent, higher-order construct that represents a 
dispositional positive self-construal (Judge et al., 1997), a “basic, fundamental appraisal of one’s 
worthiness, effectiveness, and capability as a person” (Judge et al., 2003, p. 304). The 
dimensions of this construct are self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and 
neuroticism (Judge et al., 1998), which were previously used as separate constructs but within 
the higher-order construct of core self-evaluations were found to have better predictive validity 
(Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge et al.,  2002). Spreitzer’s (1995) conceptualization of psychological 
empowerment included self-efficacy as one of its dimensions, while self-esteem and locus of 
control were proposed to be some of its antecedents. While the hypothesis regarding locus of 
control was not supported (Spreitzer, 1995), theoretical developments such as the 
conceptualization of core self-evaluations may provide support to the role of locus of control, in 
addition to self-esteem and self-efficacy in regard to career empowerment.  
Meta-analytic findings link core self-evaluations to job satisfaction, affective commitment, and 
job performance, while motivation, and specifically goal-setting, was found to be a mediator of 
these relationships (Chang et al., 2012). Judge and Kammeyer-Mueller (2011) proposed a future, 
hypothetical model of career success, which links core self-evaluations with job behaviours, 
management of boundaryless careers, and other constructs. They proposed that these 
relationships were mediated by intrapersonal (e.g., resilience) and interpersonal (e.g., political 
behaviour) variables. Some support of this model was provided by Zacher (2014), who found 
that career adaptability predicts career outcomes above core self-evaluations, which implies the 
existence of mechanisms that can explain the proposed relationships more accurately.  
Here I suggest that career empowerment is another intrapersonal factor that is linked to core self-
evaluations. The cognitive nature and content of core self-evaluations (especially self-efficacy 
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and locus of control) suggest that they serve as sources of information that feed into motivation, 
as proposed by the SCT (Bandura, 1986) and the SCCT (Lent et al., 1994). People who evaluate 
themselves as capable in general (self-esteem), able to perform (self-efficacy), and having some 
control over their lives (locus of control) are more likely to be motivated (i.e., willing to exert 
efforts to achieve their career goals). Conversely, low self-esteem, low self-efficacy, and an 
external locus of control are more likely to make people perceive themselves as powerless and 
demotivated.  
Hypothesis 1: Core self-evaluations are positively related to career empowerment. 
 
6.1.1.1.2 Proactive Personality 
Proactive personality is a personal disposition to take initiative and have an impact on the world 
(Bateman & Crant, 1993). People with proactive personality strive to improve their environment; 
they identify opportunities, initiate change, and take action to promote it (Crant, 1995). In 
contrast to people with proactive personality, people who are passive tend to adapt to their 
environment rather than strive to change it, and are thus more reactive (Bateman & Crant, 1993). 
Proactive personality may be an antecedent of motivational processes which lead to proactive 
behaviours (Parker et al., 2010).  
In respect to careers, proactive personality has an important place as the protean and 
boundaryless perspective expect individuals to initiate changes, and proactive people “select, 
create, and influence work situations that increase the likelihood of career success” (et al., 2001, 
p. 847). Specifically, proactive personality has been linked to job crafting behaviours (Bakker et 
al., 2012) and to career success (Seibert et al., 1999), mediated by career initiative among other 
factors (Seibert et al., 2001). In particular, proactive personality is positively associated with 
subjective career success, namely, career satisfaction and job satisfaction (Erdogan & Bauer, 
2005; Fuller & Marler, 2009; Ng et al., 2005; Seibert et al., 1999). It is also positively associated 
with objective success, such as salary and promotions, although this relationship is not as strong 
as the one with subjective success (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Ng et al., 2005). Byrne et al.,  (2008) 
suggest that proactive personality moderates the relationship between mentoring and career 
outcomes, as people who are proactive find it easier to build networks that are needed for 
advancement. Interestingly, the authors also find that career motivation moderates the 
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relationship between mentoring and financial success; yet their model did not test a relationship 
between proactive personality and career motivation (instead using career self-efficacy as a 
mediator).  
I suggest looking at proactive personality as a potential antecedent of career empowerment that 
embodies motivation, which in turn is needed for initiative. As proactive people seek to exercise 
control in different domains, it is reasonable to predict that those who are more proactive and 
initiate change will have a higher sense of agentic control over their career (i.e., career 
empowerment) or an increased motivation, compared to people with a more reactive propensity. 
This proposed relationship can then further clarify the relationship between proactive personality 
and career success. As with all of the proposed antecedents, here I will focus only on the 
personality-career empowerment relationship, with the intent to test a fuller mediation model in 
the future. 
Hypothesis 2: Proactive personality is positively related to career empowerment. 
 
6.1.1.1.3 Human Capital 
The human capital theory (Becker, 1993) posits that people invest in their education, training, 
and work experience, assuming that the perceived benefits (e.g., improved work performance 
that will result in rewards) outweigh the costs of the investment. This is a rational approach in 
which people evaluate costs and benefits of activities based on personal preferences (including 
family obligations). Human capital is often referred to as knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) 
(Stevens & Campion, 1994), or more recently as “KSAOs” (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011), with 
the “O” signifying and including “other characteristics.” Skills can be classified as general (i.e., 
literacy, communication) or job-specific (Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010). Unlike general skills, 
job-specific skills tend to be less transferable, which can lead to barriers (e.g., for displaced 
people or people with foreign credentials); however, even within specific jobs, some tasks are 
common, which allows more mobility for individuals (Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010).  
At a higher level of analysis, Becker & Huselid (2006) argue that individuals who invested in 
their development and hold better personal attributes are considered to be valuable assets who 
can perform their job task better, such that organizations aim to attract them as a part of their 
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workforce strategy. The resource-based view of the firm, which emphasizes tangible and 
intangible organizational resources, includes human capital as an important type of resource that 
can create strategic advantage and increase organizational effectiveness (Barney et al., 2011). 
While the basic human capital is considered to be an individual property, Ployhart and Moliterno 
(2011) demonstrate that it can be aggregated to a higher level of measurement (i.e., teams or 
whole organizations). In those instances, “human capital resource” is defined as “a unit-level 
resource that is created from the emergence of individuals’ knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 
characteristics (KSAOs)” (p.128).  For strategic competitive advantage, resources need to be 
valuable, rare, and hard to imitate or substitute (Barney, 1991), which explains organizations’ 
interest in people as unique resources and their subsequent investment in recruitment and 
development of talents (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2005). Moreover, the human capital approach 
is the basis for immigration strategy in some countries (including Canada) that aim to boost the 
national economy by selecting new residents based on their education and professional qualities 
(Reitz et al., 2014).  
Human capital corresponds with the “knowing how” component of intelligent careers (Arthur et 
al., 1995). Among the common markers of human capital are educational attainment, work 
experience, job and organizational tenure, and training. There is substantial evidence for the links 
between the different indicators and career success (e.g., promotions and salary; for a detailed 
discussion, see Ng et al., 2005; Wayne et al., 1999). Using this logic, Guest and Rodrigues 
(2015) argue that people who possess unique skills and knowledge (which makes them valuable 
assets for organizations) have a wider range of career options. While the human capital approach 
originates from the economics field, which often emphasizes limitations, the decisions regarding 
investment are not pre-determined but made by individuals, such that there a degree of agency in 
them. Moreover, sometimes social-structural systems can help people overcome known barriers; 
for example, there is evidence that human capital in the form of education and valuable 
knowledge may be developed despite coming from a lower social class (Jones-Morales & 
Konrad, 2018), and that organizations themselves invest in developing the human capital of their 
employees, assuming that their effort will be reciprocated with increased loyalty (Akkermans et 
al., 2019).  
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In the current thesis, I argue that people with stronger human capital will have a higher sense of 
agentic control over their career, as they are aware of the improved job opportunities that are 
associated with better KSAOs, and often invest in their human capital with the intention to attain 
their career goals. Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) distinguish between cognitive (“can do”) and 
non-cognitive (“will do”) KSAOs. I chose to represent human capital with the following three 
variables, which are all cognitive, and represent abilities that are malleable: highest level of 
education, current occupational level (i.e., managerial, professional, entry-level, etc.), and years 
of overall work experience. A higher level of education corresponds with the “knowledge” 
KSAO (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011); it is expected to be positively associated with career 
empowerment because higher-level jobs require specific education (i.e., not completing 
education at the required level means a person is not qualified for job, thus limiting their work 
opportunities) and because education develops not only job-specific skills but also general, 
transferable skills that are essential for any type of work. A higher occupational level 
corresponds with “skills” in the human capital resource model (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011); it is 
expected to be positively associated with career empowerment because it allows access to more 
resources (financial and social), increasing the probability of future successful employment. A 
higher occupational level also serves as a source of information regarding prior career success, 
increasing self-efficacy. Similarly, years of work experience provide more opportunities to 
transfer knowledge (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011); as such, they are expected to be positively 
associated with career empowerment because during that period of time the individual gains 
more valuable knowledge and skills, as well as social capital, that should result in better chances 
for successful employment. 
The hypotheses are as follows: 
Hypothesis 3a: Level of education is positively related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 3b: Occupational level is positively related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 3c: Work experience is positively related to career empowerment. 
6.1.1.2 Contextual characteristics 
In addition to individual factors that are either stable or developed over time, people exist in a 
multi-layer context that includes, among other factors, their immediate family circle(s); 
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organizations they belong to; and their cultural, social, political, and economic environment 
(Sullivan & Baruch, 2009). Here I will focus on a few salient factors that are located closer to the 
individual, acknowledging that there is much more to explore in the future in terms of the wider 
context. These contextual factors vary in their salience in different life and career stages, as 
proposed by Super’s (1980) life-span, life-space theory. I will start with the childhood context, 
which exists before the individuals begin their own career but which has an important impact on 
future choices and behaviour. I will then refer to the family situation in the present, which is also 
relevant to the available range of career options. Finally, I will examine the labour market, not 
from an economic perspective but as perceived by the individual in terms of employment 
opportunities and financial security that can also inform decisions, thus empowering or 
disempowering people.  
6.1.1.2.1 Family of Origin 
Even before a person enters employment, their career perceptions are being shaped by their 
immediate context, i.e., their family of origin. Social theories of careers, (e.g., SCCT; Lent et al., 
1994) explain how information from external sources (e.g., parents during childhood and early 
career) shapes one’s career self-efficacy, provides salient examples and learning opportunities, 
and socializes one into vocational roles. Parents can serve as role models (Orndorff & Herr, 
1996), projecting norms and expectations (Middleton & Loughead, 1993), and even pass on 
careers as inheritance (Inkson, 2004). Powell and Greenhaus (2010) provide an extensive 
summary of evidence for positive parental influence on decisions to start a business, namely, 
when parents themselves are self-employed, supportive of the decision to start a business, and 
provide financial backing. Parental influence over the individual’s career may be direct—
supporting or disapproving vocational choices and providing funding for education—or 
indirect—through childhood experiences that signal expectations, model behaviours in specific 
occupations, or convey general attitudes towards work and careers (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015; 
Marcinkus Murphy & Kram, 2010). These attempts to influence a child’s career often stem from 
good intentions and can indeed help young adults who have not figured out their career 
aspirations; however, people who identified their career goals early on might struggle for control 
over their own careers (Guest & Rodrigues, 2015). 
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Here I will focus on a few markers of family of origin that may impact career empowerment. 
First, I argue that the family of origin structure (single-parent or two-parent) is related to career 
empowerment. Number of people in the family has economic implications in terms of available 
income that can be channelled into the children’s education. On the one hand, a family with one 
parent is likely to have less income compared to a family with two parents, which can limit 
availability for higher education and other developmental activities that are relevant for future 
career opportunities (Nieuwenhuis & Maldonado, 2018). On the other hand, despite the 
economic hardship, the barriers to career development can be reduced somewhat by additional 
effort from the single parent to invest in their child’s future an positive role modeling (Dowd, 
1999), a closer relationship (Amato, 2000; Astone & McLanahan, 1991), and perhaps social 
support from the government (see discussion in: Nieuwenhuis & Maldonado, 2018). For that 
reason, I do not predict a specific direction for this relationship.  
In addition, I predict that parental education and occupational level are related to career 
empowerment: parents who attained higher education and are on a higher occupational level 
have more resources to invest in their children. There are more opportunities to provide good 
education, develop skills, and create networks that will be beneficial for their careers. However, 
as assumption, I explore a cognitive construct of control over one’s career, and it is related not 
only to objective opportunities but also to perceptions. This means that people with good access 
to financial and social resources have a better range of career alternatives, but it does not 
necessarily mean that these individuals think that their choices are unconstrained. Whether they 
have high or low occupational status, parents may attempt to control their children’s careers, 
acting in their benefit but disempowering them by determining their choices for them. In the 
present thesis, I predict that parental education is positively related to career empowerment, 
because educated parents know more about career opportunities and available resources and can 
provide better help, but I do not predict the direction of the relationship between parental 
occupational level and career empowerment. Therefore, I hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 4a: Family of origin structure is related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 4b: Father’s education is positively related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 4c: Mother’s education is positively related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 4d: Father’s occupational level is related to career empowerment 
Hypothesis 4e: Mother’s occupational level is related to career empowerment 
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6.1.1.2.2 Family Status 
In addition to childhood experiences, an individual’s current family situation may also impact 
career behaviour. Family often guides career choices in different stages of life, as can be seen for 
example in Super’s life-span, life-space theory (1980) and KCM (Sullivan & Mainiero, 2007). A 
need to provide for a spouse and/or children or to take care of elderly/other family members can 
define work-related values, such as a higher compensation/job security to financially support the 
family or flexible working conditions to reduce work-family conflict. Thus, family often serves 
as an important factor that determines whether a person feels free to choose what they want or 
obliged to do what they need to (and hence that they have less power). 
Family can influence one’s career choices in multiple ways (Greenhaus & Powell, 2012), for 
example by demanding attention, which then creates difficulties with work-family balance. 
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) describe the three main ways in which different roles at work and 
at home create pressures and become somewhat incompatible: time (hours that can be spent on 
either one role or the other), strain (energy that can be given to either one role or the other) and 
behaviour (different expectations for each role, e.g., objectivity at work and warmth at home). 
Based on an extensive literature review, Powell and Greenhaus (2010) demonstrate that being 
married, as well as having young children at home, can influence decisions such as entering or 
leaving a job. The authors also present a cognitive model of decision-making that takes family 
considerations into account (Powell & Greenhaus, 2012). Byron (2005) provides meta-analytic 
evidence for the roles of marital status, number of children, and spousal employment in work-
family and family-work conflict. Moen and Yu (2000) demonstrate how dual-career couples 
adopt strategies to manage their work and family life, thus making career choices that influence 
both of them. Another way family can impact individuals’ control over their career is through 
geographical mobility: while being mobile and willing to move in order to take a desired job 
allows people to expand their career opportunities, these moves involve all family members, 
such that individuals with school-aged children face more complex barriers (Patton & Doherty, 
2020) and more risks (Richardson & Žikić, 2007). In addition, allowing such mobility for one 
partner sometimes requires sacrifice by the other, which can be detrimental for the latter’s career 
(Righetti & Impett, 2017). 
While many past studies considered the family to include a spouse and/or children, more 
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recently, caregiving to other adults (elderly parents or other dependents with disabilities) has 
drawn attention in regard to career decisions and outcomes as the number of people with age-
related disabilities increases due to the general trend of aging population. Caregiving is often 
unpaid work, where the caregiver may or may not work outside the house in addition to the care 
responsibilities (Bainbridge et al., 2006). Caregiving responsibilities often include activities 
associated with self-care (including medication), mobility and transportation, and financial 
activities, which can be physically demanding and time-intense (Bainbridge & Townsend, 2020). 
Thus, caregiving affects career decisions in a way that is somewhat similar to parenting and other 
family obligations. 
In addition to requiring attention, families create financial demands and pressure to earn money 
in order to provide essentials such as food, safety, health care, education, and other necessities of 
the family members. It is interesting to note that while there is a shared understanding that 
careers involve paid work, there is surprisingly little research into financial aspects that drive 
careers (salary is often featured as a marker of career success but not as much as an antecedent). 
Gupta and Shaw (2015) point out that compensation remains one of the less popular areas of 
human resource management research, despite its importance to employee human capital and 
motivation. It is possible that the shift towards intrinsic motivation at work created an inaccurate 
impression that extrinsic motivation (and thus financial incentives) are ineffective, although 
findings show the opposite (Landry et al., 2017). This notion is also reflected in many modern 
career theories that describe different career needs such as authenticity, balance and challenge 
(Mainiero & Sullivan, 2005; Sullivan & Mainiero, 2007), and fulfillment (Hall, 1996), as well as 
the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019). 
What is often missing from these theories is an acknowledgement that people still work for 
money (although intrinsic motivation and other extrinsic factors such as status may also be 
important, and they are not mutually exclusive)—and that this is even more relevant to families. 
The idea of work as a means to provide for the family is mentioned in the psychology of working 
framework as a basic human right (Blustein et al., 2018). Thus, having a family where not every 
individual participates in the workforce (because of age, health condition, or choice) creates a 
situation where the working family member needs to consider the wellness of all the dependents 
when making career-related decisions, which then limits their sense of control. While this 
assumption seems obvious, as with compensation, there is surprisingly little research on the 
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concept of “breadwinning” in the pure sense of being the financial provider for the family 
(Warren, 2007). Although this term is often associated with gender roles and power dynamics, it 
does not refer to either gender in its essence (it also allows for multiple breadwinners in the 
household), but because of these associations, there is a need to find a better way to discuss 
financial demands that affect careers without completely neglecting them.  
As the “breadwinning” issue has gendered connotations, so do other career-related aspects. There 
are findings that many career-related trends are different across genders (Burke, 1997; Carr, 
1996), and that work-family conflict is particularly stressful for women, who make choices not 
necessarily because they “opt out” but because they are sometimes “pushed out” (Kossek et al., 
2017). There is an extensive body of work that focuses on the obstacles that women face in the 
workforce in light of their family status, mainly due to societal expectations and career breaks 
that are associated with child-bearing and childcare (Kossek et al., 2017; also see discussion in 
Yang & Konrad, 2012). In the past, getting married often led to women seeking a part-time or 
low-status position that would allow them to pay attention to the household needs, and the 
presence of children was associated with career interruptions (Greenhaus & Powell, 2012). 
However, changes in the general society and in organizations now allow women and men to 
participate in the workforce on a more equal basis, for example, by providing work-life interface 
benefits that neutralize career-limiting effects (Yang & Konrad, 2012). Dual-career families are 
more common now. More women (including married women who have children) enter the 
workforce, and also, more men take extensive family responsibilities (Higgins et al., 1992), such 
that work-family conflict is relevant to everyone and not limited to women. More recent studies 
also find no difference between the genders regarding the relationship between family status and 
career success (Kirchmeyer, 1998), such that at this point I choose to not differentiate between 
the genders, while including gender as a control variable and testing for invariance. Although I 
do not delve into issues of gender within the limits of the current thesis, I plan to do so in the 
future.  
In addition to evidence of family as a domain that creates barriers for career progression, there is 
also evidence for a positive relationship between the two, labelled as positive spillover (Crouter, 
1984; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), work-family facilitation (Wayne et al., 2007), and work-
family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The difference in terminology reflects subtle 
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differences in meaning: spillover is transfer of characteristics from one domain to another, and 
can be positive or negative; facilitation is necessarily positive and includes not only transfer of 
characteristics through personal gains but also through capital gains (financial, social etc.); and 
enrichment is the broadest of the three terms, referring to resources that are generated in one 
domain and improve the quality of life in another (see Hanson et al., 2006). Regarding positive 
spillover specifically, Hanson et al. (2006) point out that this construct should not be considered 
as the opposite of work-family or family-work conflict; rather they are distinct constructs that 
can co-exist. Empirical findings show that having a partner at home who can provide 
psychosocial support is positively associated with career satisfaction and life satisfaction 
(Marcinkus Murphy & Kram, 2010), and that family support and family-work enrichment are 
positively associated with work engagement, job satisfaction, and affective commitment, and 
negatively associated with turnover intentions (McNall et al., 2010; Siu et al., 2010; Wayne et 
al., 2006). Bainbridge et al. (2006) found that spending more time engaged in outside work was 
associated with less stress among caregivers to people with mental disabilities, and in general did 
not affect stress outcomes (i.e., did not increase work-family conflict).  
In the current framework, family status is manifested in the following variables: marital status; 
number of people in the household; number of children; and caretaking for others. As there is 
evidence for both positive and negative relationships between family and work, at this point, I do 
not make specific predictions on the directionality of the proposed relationships. This thesis 
focuses on agency and control rather than on outcomes, and family can serve as both an enabler 
and an inhibitor in career-related decision-making (Blustein, 2011). In addition, while spousal 
employment is also an important factor to consider, my research sample in the current thesis 
includes people of different marital statuses, such that testing this hypothesis would substantially 
decrease the sample size. Instead, I test the general number of people in the household and use 
spousal education and employment as control variables, with the intention to test this relationship 
in the future. I propose: 
Hypothesis 5a: Marital status is related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 5b: Number of people in the household is related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 5c: Number of children is related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 5d: Caretaking is related to career empowerment. 
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6.1.1.2.3 Employment Opportunities  
As careers are related to actual employment, one’s work options are shaped not only by their 
characteristics but also by potential opportunities or constraints in the environment. As Arnold 
and Cohen (2008) point out, “despite our emphasis on the subjective, the external conditions in 
which careers are enacted cannot be ignored” (p. 3). Forrier et al. (2009) argue that there is a 
difference between the American school of thought, in which the agency-driven career theories 
were conceived and which underestimates structural restrictions, and the European tradition that 
emphasizes institutions and structure. Here I agree with this criticism of the new career theories 
and with Arnold and Cohen’s (2008) argument that the focus on the individual perspective has 
resulted in under-theorizing of the concept of constraints. Thus, I aim to include an 
environmental component in the nomological network of career empowerment.  
Baruch (2015) describes career systems in which careers occur as ecosystems that include 
multiple players—individuals, organizations, and societies. These ecosystems are dynamic, 
constantly being shaped and reshaped by multiple external factors. Mayrhofer et al. (2007) 
provide a multi-layer map of the different contextual factors in career research. Within the 
current thesis, I will only focus on the layer that is closest to the individual, which is the external 
labour market. In the careers field, career development in the context of external constraints and 
opportunities is often labelled as “mobility”—the ability to transition between jobs, organizations 
and occupations—which, at the individual level, is vacancy-driven, i.e., motivated by the 
quantity and quality of jobs in the labour market (Feldman & Ng, 2007). The labour market 
provides individuals with risks, but also with opportunities, which in turn are a result of demand 
for labour and of the mechanism that determines match between supply and demand (Forrier et 
al., 2009). Demand depends on the number of jobs available in the labour market, the work roles 
available, and the required skills that determine the value of one’s human capital. Factors that 
affect the labour market include macroeconomic conditions (a growing economy leads to 
expansion of organizations such that more jobs are created), regional economic development (an 
outcome of natural resources or government initiatives), the social and legal environment (e.g., 
implementation of diversity programs and other public policy initiatives such as unemployment 
programs), and industry-specific factors such as barriers to entry, wages, labour intensity, 
industry growth, and so on (Baruch, 2015; Feldman & Ng, 2007). In terms of risks and 
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opportunities, some areas and some jobs offer more opportunities compared to others, when 
decisions are made based on candidate attributes, including demographics (Forrier et al., 2009).  
Hence, personal factors such as gender, age, ethnicity, and disability are sometimes weighed by 
potential employers, regardless of their relevance to the job description. Stereotyping (i.e., 
categorizing individuals on the basis of belonging to specific social groups) often has an impact 
on the overall evaluation of job candidates and subsequent hiring decisions, which may result in 
discrimination (Kulik et al., 2007). Such discrimination denies individuals opportunities for 
fulfilling careers where they can use their human capital and be compensated accordingly 
(Teelucksingh & Galabuzi, 2005). Moreover, even anticipated discrimination (i.e., before it is 
actually experienced) is associated with lower salary expectations among LGBT individuals 
compared to heterosexual respondents (Ng et al., 2012). Governmental policy interventions aim 
to reduce the negative impact of discrimination, and often have a positive though limited effect; 
for example, increasing women’s participation in the workforce does not necessarily result in 
their increased access to positions of power (Mandel & Semyonov, 2006). In addition, people 
who are less educated have less employment opportunities, not only because they compete in the 
job market with people who are more qualified, but also because they face negative selection, or 
sorting out of people who are less educated, that often excludes them from even low-skilled jobs 
that they can in fact perform (Solga, 2002). Despite the existence of discrimination, many 
organizations now better understand the risks of discrimination tactics, which have a negative 
impact on the organization and reduce opportunities for employment, such that they have 
introduced workplace accommodations that allow more employment opportunities and are 
positively associated with employee well-being (Konrad et al., 2013).  
The current thesis is focused on the cognitive construct of career empowerment; thus, I choose to 
limit this discussion to perceptions of the objective reality, which are more proximal predictors 
of individual cognitions, attitudes, and behaviours (Kraimer et al., 2011). Feldman (2002) links 
perceptions of favourable economic conditions to aspirations for a more fulfilling career among 
teenagers and young adults. Conversely, when economic conditions are unfavourable, people 
become more risk-averse and might choose to stay in unsatisfying jobs (Leana & Feldman, 
1994). Another way to look at this was proposed by Kraimer et al. (2011), who argue that 
perceived career opportunities, or beliefs that jobs or positions that match career goals and 
97 
 
interests exist, are linked to motivation: when employees believe they can achieve their career 
goals in their organization, they will be motivated to invest effort and stay in the organization, 
and vice versa (i.e., they may not be motivated if they perceive their career opportunities as 
insufficient, thus leading to turnover).  
In terms of SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019), employment opportunities can be 
linked to the need for autonomy. More available opportunities provide more options for 
autonomous decision-making, which then allows more control over one’s career. Fewer work 
opportunities, or a smaller choice of available jobs, limit career options and thus limit control, 
leading to a sense of powerlessness. The concept of work volition (Duffy et al., 2012) includes 
perceived work-related constraints as the opposite of volition. That is why I propose at this stage 
that perceived employment opportunities (in terms of perceived constraints and perceived 
discrimination) are related to career empowerment. 
Hypothesis 6: Perceived employment opportunities are positively related to career 
empowerment. 
 
6.1.1.2.4 Financial Security 
As mentioned above, the role of income as a driver of behaviour has not received much 
academic attention despite its importance (Leana & Meuris, 2015). In addition to its link to 
family responsibilities, even for single people income is significant and can play various roles. 
For example, it serves as a proxy of socioeconomic status and social class, a driver of career 
transition, and a predictor of physical and mental health (Leana & Meuris, 2015). Salary is 
argued to be a factor in job transitions, as the future income is taken into account in decision-
making to initiate change or maintain status quo (Leana & Meuris, 2015). Further, financial 
security, or the ability to “consistently provide the basic necessities for living” (Mayrhofer et al., 
2016), was suggested to be a potential marker of career success, as different people value 
different aspects of their career and income should be counted as one potential factor (Greenhaus 
& Kossek, 2014).  
In light of the above research, I suggest looking first at income not as an outcome, but as a 
predictor of career empowerment. More specifically, I focus on perceived financial security, 
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defined as “a subjective state reflecting the adequacy and stability of monetary assets relative to 
liabilities” (Munyon et al., 2020, p. 160). Munyon et al., (2020)  stress that this conceptualization 
of financial security includes not only the salary or income but also savings, access to credit, and 
other assets. However, it also takes into account potential threats, as perceived by the individual. 
In addition, financial security depends not only on the individual’s income and/or assets but also 
on the family income in general, and even on dispositional characteristics such as negative 
affectivity (Munyon et al., 2020). 
The concept of “survival jobs” that may be less desirable than “career jobs,” which symbolize 
higher career stakes (Huiras et al.,  2000), is a reminder that people need to work to survive, and 
the way they interpret their financial situation affects their career-related cognitions, attitudes 
and behaviours. Low income can serve as a “strong situation” that can depress self-efficacy and 
lead to negative consequences for employees (e.g., a negative impact on their job attitudes and 
performance; Leana et al., 2012). In addition, a recent study showed that under conditions of 
financial precarity people are worried about their financial situation, and thus have less cognitive 
resources (Meuris & Leana, 2018). Career opportunities are more limited for low-wage workers, 
such that they are less likely to find a fulfilling job and to achieve career success (Leana et al., 
2012). Recent events—and specifically the COVID-19 pandemic—have left this population even 
more vulnerable, as the additional stress and uncertainty worsen their already disadvantaged 
situation (Blustein et al., 2020). 
Financial security allows people to worry less about their career and to access more employment 
opportunities and training that increases their human capital. It has been argued to enhance well-
being, while loss of financial security constrains access to decent work (Blustein et al., 2019). 
For example, low-income working parents have more difficulty finding good-quality childcare 
that will allow them to improve their position in the job market, or work at all (Kossek et al., 
1997). On the contrary, high perceived financial security is negatively related to burnout, as it 
might mitigate the cognitive appraisal of stressors (Munyon et al., 2020). As a result, low 
perceived financial security limits options for work, while high perceived financial security 
allows looking for better work options, and more control over one’s career.  
Hypothesis 7: Perceived financial security is positively related to career empowerment. 
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6.1.2 Consequences of Career Empowerment 
Career empowerment is conceptualized as a cognitive-motivational construct, and its main 
consequences are predicted to be career development behaviours and career success. In terms of 
behaviours, the research stream that studies career self-management sometimes includes a 
cognitive component, such as goal-setting or planning; yet these are behaviours too. I propose 
that before any kind of behaviour, planned or enacted, there is a preceding factor that embodies 
the motivation to engage in the behaviour or not. I theorize this factor to be career empowerment. 
When the sense of control over one’s career is high, there is a greater likelihood of making plans 
and then acting upon them. Thus, I predict that career empowerment is an antecedent of career-
related proactive behaviours, or career self-management.  
Strauss and Parker (2014) link SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019) to autonomously 
regulated proactive behaviours, when the sense of ownership and involvement enhances goal 
attainment and the satisfaction of basic needs sustains proactivity over time in an upward spiral. 
This view of career empowerment is also consistent with the boundaryless career theory, which 
predicts the ability to cross multiple boundaries, physically or psychologically, assuming a sense 
of agency to be able to act. Because boundaries can be within a job or outside of it, studying the 
relationship between career empowerment and career behaviour warrants attention to different 
types of action. To represent career development behaviours, I chose career engagement, which 
is a wide set of proactive behaviours, and job crafting, which refers to proactive behaviours in 
the current workplace. 
6.1.2.1 Career Engagement 
Career engagement, defined as “the degree to which somebody is proactively developing his or 
her career as expressed by diverse career behaviors” (Hirschi et al., 2014, p.577) was introduced 
as a general measure to assess different proactive career behaviours, in contrast to scales that 
measure specific behaviours. The scale is not conceptualized as a higher-order construct 
represented by sub-dimensions, but rather, as an instrument to measure six different behaviours 
that are not cumulative. These six proactive career behaviours are career planning, career self-
exploration, environmental career exploration, networking, voluntary human capital/skill 
development, and positioning behaviour.  
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Career engagement is positively associated with job satisfaction and career satisfaction in the 
transition from university to work (Hirschi et al., 2014). Regarding its antecedents, career 
engagement was conceived within a perspective that sees humans as active and self-regulating.  
such that its expected predictors are motivational and social-cognitive constructs (Hirschi & 
Freund, 2014). Perceived social support and positive emotions are positively associated with 
career engagement on a within-person level; however, hypotheses that predicted the relationship 
with self-efficacy beliefs, negative emotions, and perceived career barriers were not supported 
(Hirschi & Freund, 2014). Yet, there is empirical evidence of a link between motivation and 
proactive career behaviours (Hirschi et al., 2013), such that it is reasonable to assume that with a 
different methodological approach, on a between person-level (as the proposed antecedents are 
likely to show substantial variance between individuals), there might be motivational constructs 
that can predict career engagement.  
Here I suggest that career empowerment, which is rooted in motivation and social cognitive 
theories, can be a positive predictor of career engagement. I am building on Strauss and Parker’s 
(2014) argument regarding SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2019) as enabling and encouraging action, if 
individuals have a reason to be motivated, feel that they are able to act, and are sufficiently 
energized. However, here I claim that the work-related action is not limited to the workplace and 
can be manifested in all career-related behaviours. 
Hypothesis 8: Career empowerment is positively related to career engagement. 
6.1.2.2 Job Crafting 
Job crafting is a proactive behaviour that is targeted towards changing one’s job characteristics 
(Rudolph et al., 2017). It is defined as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in 
the task or relational boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179). Job 
crafting can take different forms, such as changing specific job tasks (numbers, scope, and/or 
type), changing interactions with others, and changing cognitive task boundaries (Wrzesniewski 
& Dutton, 2001). A different conceptualization of job crafting employs the job demand-resources 
(JD-R) perspective (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012), which focuses 
on changing the various demands and resources that one may have in a job (e.g., reducing 
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demands or making some aspects of the job less intense, increasing resources, or asking for 
advice). 
Job crafting was found to be positively linked with well-being and subjective job performance 
(Gordon et al., 2018) as well as with work engagement (Bakker et al., 2016). The motivators of 
job crafting are a need to assert some control over one’s job, a need to create a positive self-
image in the work domain, and a need for connection to others (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 
Tims et al. (2014) argue that self-efficacy is positively associated with daily job crafting, because 
prior to the decision to engage in proactive behaviours, the employees evaluate the likelihood of 
success in shaping the environment and act when they expect to be successful. A recent meta-
analysis (Rudolph et al., 2017) also found positive relationships between job crafting and 
personal characteristics such as self-efficacy and proactive personality.  
Bakker and Oerlemans (2019) applied SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019) to explain 
the relationship between job crafting and momentary work engagement; however, they do not 
examine the antecedents of job crafting. Here I argue that career empowerment, which reflects 
all three components of SDT (i.e., self-determination (control), competence (positive self-
image), and relationships (connection)) is a precursor to job crafting. 
Hypothesis 9: Career empowerment is positively related to job crafting behaviour. 
6.1.2.3 Career Success 
In general, when studying career success, researchers usually distinguish between objective 
career success, meaning observable and verifiable accomplishments (often measured as salary, 
advancement, extrinsic rewards, etc.), and subjective career success, meaning perceptions or 
feelings of satisfaction and accomplishment, attitudes, and emotions only experienced by the 
person (Feldman & Ng, 2007; Heslin, 2005; Seibert et al., 1999). A global project that studies 
career success across cultures identified seven possible meanings that were consistent on a global 
scale: financial security, financial achievement, learning and development, work-life balance, 
positive relationships, positive impact, and entrepreneurship (Mayrhofer et al., 2016). These 
meanings can be measured in both objective and subjective ways. Objective and subjective 
career success were found to be moderately correlated, but distinct (Ng et al., 2005; Spurk et al.,  
2019). The two types of success have a few common predictors, such as self-efficacy (Spurk & 
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Abele, 2014), proactive personality (Seibert et al., 1999), and demographic factors (Ng et al., 
2005), but each one also has unique predictors (Abele & Spurk, 2009; Feldman & Ng, 2007; Ng 
et al., 2005). 
Early career studies focused on the objective measures as being predicted by human capital and 
demographic factors such as age and marital status (see discussion in Ballout, 2007; Heslin, 
2005). Then, with the shift to the new career theories and the agentic view, subjective career 
success became more prominent (Heslin, 2005). Hall (1996) conceptualized psychological career 
success as “the feeling of pride and personal accomplishment that comes from achieving one's 
most important goals in life, be they achievement, family happiness, inner peace, or something 
else” (p.8). Further development of the construct by Las Heras (2009) tied it more strongly to 
accumulated work experiences and distinguished psychological careers success from the goals 
that people set consciously and unconsciously to achieve it. Subjective success is considered to 
be one of the central outcomes for careers in the protean perspective; however, there were 
concerns regarding its measurement (Heslin, 2005), such that subjective success is often 
measured by “career satisfaction” (e.g., Ng et al., 2005)  
There is empirical evidence that subjective career success can be predicted by personality traits 
(Ng et al., 2005; Ng & Feldman, 2014), social capital and support (Ng & Feldman, 2014), and 
self-efficacy (Abele & Spurk, 2009). With this evidence, a deeper examination of possible 
mechanisms can contribute to this stream of research. Recent findings show that subjective 
career success was predicted by career adaptability above and beyond personality traits and core 
self-evaluations (Zacher, 2014). It is possible that there are different factors may be at play in 
this relationship. Previous findings showed that cognitions, and specifically career insight, play a 
role in career success (De Vos et al.,  2008; Eby et al., 2003).  
Career empowerment is grounded in SDT (Ryan 7 Deci, 1985; Deci & Ryan, 2019), which posits 
satisfaction and well-being as outcomes of motivational processes. Zhou et al. (2016) link 
fulfillment of the innate psychological needs to joyful and interesting career development, 
leading to more proactive behaviours. While their model does not include a mediating variable 
between needs fulfillment and subjective success, I suggest that career empowerment, which is a 
cognitive construct, may serve as the mechanism that connects individual and social antecedents 
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and outcomes indicating career success. I propose to examine both overall career satisfaction and 
satisfaction with the current job, which is a variable of interest to organizations, as these two 
variables can capture subjective success (Heslin, 2005). 
Hypothesis 10a: Career empowerment is positively related to career satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 10b: Career empowerment is positively related to job satisfaction. 
While I choose to focus on subjective career success as representing the protean perspective, I 
acknowledge the call to study it along with objective career success outcomes (Arthur et al., 
2005). Among the known predictors of objective career success are human capital and 
sociodemographic predictors (Ng et al., 2005). However, as self-efficacy is also known to predict 
objective success (Spurk & Abele, 2014), I propose that career empowerment may serve as a 
cognitive mechanism that enables proactive behaviours which are likely to result in tangible 
achievements. I examine two common indicators of objective career success: salary and the 
number of overall promotions during one’s career. These indicators are considered to be 
adequate proxies for objective success and are used in most prominent studies on career success 
(Heslin, 2005; Seibert et al., 1999) 
Hypothesis 11a: Career empowerment is positively related to current salary. 
Hypothesis 11b: Career empowerment is positively related to number of promotions. 
 
6.2 Study 3a 
I aimed to first establish the value of psychological empowerment in predicting career-related 
proactive behaviours above and beyond existing constructs, prior to examining the full 
nomological network. Study 3a was conducted as a pilot for a full Study 3, as the COVID-19 
pandemic was beginning to impact people’s work situations on a global scale. A shorter study 
offered a way to collect data as soon as possible, because the impact of COVID-19 and its 
duration were unknown when I began this endeavour. In that situation of ambiguity, I conducted 






Sample 5 was collected using Qualtrics panel services (n.d.). To minimize the risk of common 
method variance, the sample was collected in two waves with a time lag of one week (a 
relatively short lag was chosen to protect participant retention and manage contextual effects, 
since the study was conducted in March 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic). The potential 
predictors (career empowerment and related constructs) and demographic variables were 
collected in Wave 1, and the predicted outcome variables were collected in Wave 2. The final 
sample size consisted of 219 participants. Of the participants, 76.8% were employed full-time, 
22.6% were employed part-time, and 0.6% were self-employed.  
6.2.1.2 Measures 
Career empowerment was measured with the newly developed instrument consisting of 21 items 
(Cronbach’s alpha for Sample 5 = 0.97). 
Career engagement was measured using the instrument developed by Hirschi et al. (2014) which 
consists of nine items that represent different career behaviours. Respondents were asked to 
report to what extent they engaged in the following behaviours in the last six months on a five-
point Likert-type scale (1 = “almost never” to 5 = “very often”): (1) actively sought to design 
their professional future; (2) undertook things to achieve their career goals; (3) cared for the 
development of their career; (4) developed plans and goals for their future career; (5) sincerely 
thought about personal values, interests, abilities, and weaknesses; (6) collected information 
about employers, professional development opportunities, or the job market; (7) established or 
maintained contacts with people who can help them professionally; (8) voluntarily participated in 
further education, training, or other events to support their career; (9) assumed duties or positions 
that will help them progress professionally (Cronbach’s alpha = .94).  
Job crafting behaviour was measured using the instrument developed by Tims et al., (2012), 
which consists of 21 items representing four dimensions of the construct: increasing structural 
job resources, increasing social job resources, increasing challenging job demands, and 
decreasing hindering job demands. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
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engaged in each task during the last six months on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging (1 = 
“never” to 5 = “often”). Sample items were “I try to develop my capabilities” and “When there is 
not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects” (Cronbach’s alpha = .91.). 
Career satisfaction was measured using the five-item career satisfaction instrument by Greenhaus 
et al. (1990). The instrument consists of five items. Respondents were asked to express their 
agreement or disagreement with the statements on a five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly 
disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Sample items were “I am satisfied with the success I have 
achieved in my career” and “I am satisfied with the progress I have made towards meeting my 
overall career goals” (Cronbach’s alpha = .93). 
Job satisfaction was measured with the three-item instrument by Camman et al. (1979 
Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the statements on a five-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree” to 5 = ”strongly agree”). Cronbach’s alpha for Sample 5 was 
.90. 
Objective career success was measured with two questions: “What is your annual salary before 
taxes?” and “How many promotions have you experienced during your whole career?”  
6.2.1.3 Procedure 
For each hypothesis, a regression analysis was conducted using SPSS 25, controlling for the 
effects of gender, age, overall tenure, social desirability bias, and other potential predictors of 
career success (specifically, career adaptability, career motivation, employability, work self-
efficacy, work volition, and protean career orientation, using the measures described in Chapter 
5). In addition, because the data were collected in March 2020, the analyses accounted for the 
perceived impact of COVID-19 on the participants with three questions: “On a scale of 1 to 10, 
how much has the COVID-19 virus affected you physically?”, “On a scale of 1 to 10, how much 
has the COVID-19 virus affected you mentally (e.g., anxiety, stress)?”, and “On a scale of 1 to 






As predicted in Hypothesis 8, career empowerment was positively related to career engagement 
(b = .35, SE = .11, p = .001). In regard to job crafting, career empowerment was not found to be 
a significant predictor (b = .09, SE = .06, p > .05), and thus Hypothesis 9 was not supported. 
Career empowerment was positively related to career satisfaction (b = .47, SE = .08, p < .001) 
and job satisfaction (b = .25, SE = .08, p = .002), thus supporting Hypotheses 10a and 10b. For 
objective success, career empowerment was positively related to the current salary (b = .46, SE 
= .18, p = .012), supporting Hypothesis 11a, but not to the number of overall promotions (b = -
.06, SE = .41, p > .05), and thus Hypothesis 11b was not supported. Table 23 presents the 
descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables, and Table 24 presents the results of the 
final regression model, including all variables. 
6.2.3 Discussion 
The results largely support the incremental predictive validity of career empowerment, which 
was positively related to proactive career behaviours as captured by career engagement as well as 
both subjective and objective career success. These relationships were significant after 
accounting for personal and contextual factors above and beyond six other career-related 
constructs, including career adaptability, career motivation, and protean career orientation. The 
predicted relationship between career empowerment and job crafting was not supported, 
indicating that career empowerment is more relevant for career-related rather than job-related 





Table 23: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Test of Criterion-Related Validity (Sample 5) 
 
Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
Values reported on the diagonal are alpha reliability estimates. Listwise N = 201. Salary mean corresponds to bracket $50,000-
$74,999.                  
  
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Career Empowerment 
 
5.57 1.06 (.97)            
2. Career Adaptability 3.63 0.78 .66** (.94)           
3. Career Motivation 4.02 0.55 .74** .73** (.90)          
4. Employability 3.90 0.60 .78** .67** .81** (.94)         
5. Protean Orientation 3.85 0.63 .62** .58** .62** .70** (.83)        
6. Work Self-Efficacy 5.06 1.26 .60** .62** .74** .69** .49** (.96)       
7. Work Volition 2.88 1.08 .49** .38** .38** .40** .42** .34** (.92)      
8. Career Engagement 3.06 0.63 .41** .34** .40** .41** .26** .31** -.02 (.94)     
9.   Job Crafting  3.80 0.91 .40** .44** .50** .48** .33** .45** -.03 .71** (.91)    
10. Career Satisfaction 4.04 0.95 .67** .48** .49** .54** .45** .43** .46** .16* .27** (.93)   
11. Job Satisfaction 4.62  1.48  .61** .47** .56** .57** .38** .46** .55** .18* .30** .61** (.90)  
12. Salary  4.20 3.82  .22** .09 .07 .11 .15* .04 .13 .14* .14* .23** .11  
13. Promotions 5.57 1.06 .23** .28** .21** .22** .17* .24** .21** .08 .07 .08 .14 .18* 
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Table 24: Multiple Regression Results of Career Empowerment as a Predictor of Career Behaviours and Outcomes (Sample 5) 
Note. N = 219. Unstandardized coefficients are presented with (S.E.); *p < .05, and **p < .01. The final model with all the 





Job Crafting Job Satisfaction Career Satisfaction 
Salary Promotions 
Age -.02 (.02)  -.01 (.01)  .004 (.01)  .02 (.01)  -.02 (.03)  .14* (.07) 
Gender -.07 (.12)  .03 (.07)  .08 (.09)  .05 (.09)  -.60** (.21) -1.70** (.49) 
Work Experience -.003 (.02)  -.003 (.01)  -.003 (.01)  -.01 (.01)  -.04 (.03)  -.09 (.07)  
Social Desirability -.03 (.27)  -.13 (.15)  -.51* (.20)  .07 (.20)  .37 (.45)  1.21 (1.08)  
Impact of COVID-19 .03 (.03)  .02 (.02)  -.005 (.02)  -.02 (.02)  .05 (.05) .18 (.11)  
Career Adaptability .17 (.12)  .13 (.07) .03 (.09)  .05 (.10)  -.05 (.20)  .76 (.48)  
Employability .37 (.22)  .15 (.13)  .31 (.17)  .05 (.20)  -.11 (.36)  .38 (.88) 
Protean Orientation -.21 (.15) -.03 (.08)  -.31** (.11) .004 (.11)  .14 (.24)  -.51 (.57)  
Career Motivation .13 (.23) .21 (.13)  .25 (.17)  -.19 (.17)  -.34 (.38)  -.54 (.90)  
Work Self-Efficacy .04 (.10)  .12** (.05)  .003 (.07)  .05 (.07)  -.06 (.17)  .57 (.38)  
Work Volition -.19** (.06)  -.14** (.03) .24** (.04) .12** (.04) .12 (.10)  .48* (23) 
Career Empowerment .35** (.11) .09 (.06) .25** (.08) .47** (.08) .41* (.17) -.06 (.41)  
R2 .36 .41 .51 .47 .13 .20 
F 9.54**  11.91** 17.74** 15.34** 2.48** 4.39** 
ΔR2 .04 .01 .02 .09 .03 .00 
F change 11.306**  2.110 (n.s.) 9.966** 36.356** 6.02* .018 (n.s.) 
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6.3 Study 3b 
After establishing the incremental criterion-related validity of career empowerment, I conducted 
a new study to test the proposed relationships between career empowerment and its hypothesized 
antecedents and consequences. I tested Hypotheses 1-7 and replicated tests of Hypotheses 8-11 
(excluding Hypothesis 9 regarding job crafting, which was not supported in Study 3a). In 
addition, I hypothesized and tested the association of career empowerment with some of the 
proactive career behaviours that are aggregated under career engagement (e.g., job search, career 
exploration, and networking). I predict that people who are empowered (i.e., motivated in their 
career) will be more likely to take action in regard to their career—that is, to search for a new 
job, invest energy in learning and networking, reflect on potential career directions, and to seek 
help from others.   
Thus, I hypothesize: 
 
Hypothesis 12: Career empowerment is positively related to job search. 
Hypothesis 13: Career empowerment is positively related to work-related learning. 
Hypothesis 14: Career empowerment is positively related to career exploration. 
Hypothesis 15: Career empowerment is positively related to networking. 
Hypothesis 16: Career empowerment is positively related to career-related help-seeking. 
Because of the potential disruptive impact of COVID-19 on people’s careers, and the career 
shocks that are associated with that development (Akkermans et al., 2020), I opted to add more 
potential outcomes of career empowerment. The sustainable careers framework (Van Der 
Heijden & De Vos, 2015) presents three indicators of careers that are considered sustainable: 
happiness, productivity, and health. It was recently proposed that individuals with a sustainable 
career path are expected to experience less stress and better physical and mental health (De Vos 
et al., 2020). As variables that represent happiness were already theorized as consequences of 
career empowerment (i.e., career satisfaction and job satisfaction), I propose employability and 
thriving at work—defined as “a psychological state composed of the joint experience of vitality 
and learning (Spreitzer et al., 2005, p. 545)—to be potential markers of productivity.  
Thriving was previously linked to proactive personality and core self-evaluations (Porath et al., 
2012), such that it is logical to predict that career empowerment, which is proposed to be an 
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outcome of these dispositions, will be also connected to thriving because of its rooting in SDT. 
Spritzer & Porath (2014) argue that SDT is positively associated with thriving because it 
encourages learning and enhances vitality through all three needs: feeling connected, capable, 
and volitional. The authors further argue that self-regulation does not contribute to depletion of 
energy but, on the contrary, increases vitality; and growth and development that result from 
satisfying the needs are linked to the learning dimension. SDT has also been previously 
suggested to explain employability, when the satisfaction of the need for autonomy increases 
positive outcomes (Peeters et al., 2016). However, because employability includes not only 
volitional aspects but also human capital and social capital, the other SDT needs might also be 
applicable to it. Hence, I predict that career empowerment is positively associated with 
employability and thriving at work. 
Hypothesis 17: Career empowerment is positively related to thriving at work. 
Hypothesis 18: Career empowerment is positively related to employability. 
To represent the aspect of mental health, I choose general resilience and stress. Work motivation, 
and particularly its autonomous aspects, has been suggested to mitigate the negative effect of job 
stressors, thus reducing strain (Fernet & Austin, 2014). Resilience is a more complex topic that is 
currently being further conceptualized and investigated in terms of dispositions, states, and 
processes. However, there is a common understanding that resilience involves adaptability 
following an adversity. Here I will use the definition by Smith et al. (2008) for general resilience 
as the ability to bounce back or recover from stress. Trigueros et al. (2019) applied SDT to 
predict resilience among professional athletes, arguing that the satisfaction of the three 
psychological needs are linked to autonomous motivation that fosters a sense of wellness and 
builds inner resources that are required for resilience. Building on these arguments, I propose 
that career empowerment plays a similar role as autonomous motivation that predicts resilience. 
The hypotheses are as follows: 
Hypothesis 19: Career empowerment is positively related to resilience. 







Sample 6 was collected using Qualtrics panel services (n.d.). The sample was collected in three 
waves to minimize the risk of common method variance. The time lag between each wave was 
one week, to ensure sufficient participant retention, as the data were collected in May 2020, 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. The potential antecedents of career empowerment and 
demographic variables were collected in Wave 1, data on career empowerment and related 
variables were collected in Wave 2, and the predicted outcome variables were collected in Wave 
3. Of the participants, 76.8% were employed full-time, 22.6% were employed part-time, and 
0.6% were self-employed. The final sample consisted of 205 participants (58.5% male, average 
age = 48.43) who completed all three surveys and passed multiple data quality checks. 
6.3.1.2 Measures 
Core self-evaluations were measured using the core self-evaluations scale (CSES; Judge et al., 
2003). This instrument consists of 12 items which represent four core traits: self-esteem, 
generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism. The respondents were asked to 
indicate their agreement or disagreement with the statements on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 
= “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”). Sample items were “I am capable of coping with 
most of my problems” and “I determine what will happen in my life” (Cronbach’s alpha = .86). 
Proactive personality was measured using the proactive personality scale (Bateman & Crant, 
1993). The measure consists of 17 items that represent a single dimension, measured on a seven-
point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). A sample item was “I am 
constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life” (Cronbach’s alpha = .94). 
Human capital was measured by the following demographic variables: highest level of 
education, current occupational level, and years of total work experience. Level of education was 
measured by the following categories: below high school, high school, college/technical 
education, undergraduate degree, graduate degree, and doctoral. Dummy variables were created 
for the analysis, with the comparison group being “below high school”. Current occupational 
level was measured by the following categories: owner/partner, executive/senior, middle 
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management, low management, professional, entry-level, and home-based business. Dummy 
variables were created, with the comparison group being “home-based business”.  
Family history was measured by the following demographic variables: family of origin structure 
(i.e., two-parent, single-parent, or other if relevant), highest level of education for each parent, 
and parental occupation level for each parent. Parental education and occupational levels were 
operationalized the same way as for human capital, with an additional category for 
“homemaker”. When data were provided only on one parent (i.e., in the case of single-parent 
families), the other parent was treated as missing data with listwise deletion; however, the 
majority of the respondents provided data for both parents, such that it did not critically decrease 
the sample size (see frequencies in Appendix H). 
Family status was measured by the following demographic variables: marital status (measured by 
categories: married/common law, single, divorced, widowed); total number of people in the 
household; number of children; and caretaking for people other than children (measured as a 
dichotomous variable “yes/no”). The analysis controlled for spousal educational level and 
occupational level. In the case of people who were not married, these variables were treated as 
missing data with listwise deletion; however, 74% of the respondents were married, such that it 
did not critically decrease the sample size. Additional analyses showed that excluding these 
factors in order to maintain the sample size did not change the findings, such that the more 
accurate model that does account for spouse was retained. Spousal earnings were not measured, 
as perceived financial security was considered to be a less intrusive and a more relevant variable 
to the research question.  
Perceived employment opportunities were measured with the following instruments: (1) four 
items from the work volition scale (Duffy et al., 2012) structural constraints dimension (the items 
were “I feel that outside forces have really limited my work and career options”, “The current 
state of the economy prevents me from working in the job I want”, “Negative factors outside my 
personal control had a large impact on my current career choice”, and “The jobs I would like to 
pursue don't exist in my area”; the seven-point Likert scale is reverse-coded when lower scores 
indicate a higher perception of employment opportunities; Cronbach’s alpha = .92); and (2) eight 
items from PALS “labour force discrimination module” as adapted by Konrad et al. (2012) 
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(respondents were asked to respond yes (1) or no (0) regarding the following potential scenarios 
over the last five years: (1) being refused a job interview, (2) being refused a job, (3) being 
refused a job promotion, (4) being given less responsibility than their co-workers, (5) being 
denied a workplace accommodation, (6) being paid less than other workers in similar jobs, (7) 
being denied other work-related benefits, and (8) being exposed to some other kind of 
discrimination; the average score on these eight items was calculated, based on the proportion of 
“yes” responses reported by each respondent; Cronbach’s alpha = .80). 
Perceived financial security was measured with a four-item scale developed by Meuris and 
Leana (2018): “How often have you been worried about your financial situation?” “How often 
have you felt satisfied with your financial situation”, “How often have you felt overwhelmed by 
your financial obligations?”, and “How often do you feel that you do not have enough money?”. 
For the current purposes, the five-point Likert scale was reverse-coded so that lower scores 
indicate a higher perception of financial security(Cronbach’s alpha = .84). 
Career empowerment was measured using the instrument that was developed and validated in 
Study 2. For the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .97. Career engagement was measured 
using the instrument developed by Hirschi et al. (2014), Cronbach’s alpha was 94.  Career 
satisfaction was measured using the career satisfaction instrument by Greenhaus et al. (1990). 
Cronbach’s alpha for the current sample was .90. Job satisfaction was measured by the three-
item instrument by Camman et al. (1979), Cronbach’s alpha was .79. Objective career success 
was measured with two indicators: salary and number of promotions. 
 
Job search was measured with 16 items, adapted from Blau (1993). The participants were asked, 
“How frequently have you done the following within the last 6 months?” and responded on a 
five-point Likert scale (1 = “never” to 5 = “very frequently). Sample items were “Collected 
information about jobs”, “Actively participated in job search”, and “Focused time and effort on 
job search activities” (Cronbach’s alpha = .98). 
 
Work-related learning was measured with a 15-item instrument by Grosemans et al. (2020). The 
participants were asked to rate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “never” to 7 = “on a daily 
basis”) how often they engaged in the following behaviours in the previous six months, in regard 
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to work-related learning: “Searched for information (websites, magazines, videos, books, etc.)” 
and “Tried something new (technique, method, behaviour, etc.)”(Cronbach’s alpha = .95). 
 
Career exploration was measured with 14 items from the career exploration survey (CES; 
Stumpf et al., 1983). Participants were asked to what extent they had behaved in the following 
ways over the last three months (1 = “little” to “5 = (a great deal”): “Experimented with different 
career activities” and “Sought opportunities to demonstrate skills”(Cronbach’s alpha = .96). 
 
Networking was measured with the 18-item short networking behaviour scale (SNBS; Wolff & 
Spurk, 2020). The instrument measures networking behaviours within and outside the 
organization, using a four-point Likert scale (1 = “never/very seldom”; 2 = “some of the time”; 3 
= “often”; 4 = “very often/always”). Sample items were “In my organization, I approach 
employees I know by sight and start a conversation” and “I meet with acquaintances from other 
organizations outside of regular working hours” (Cronbach’s alpha = .97). 
Career-related help-seeking behaviour was measured with four items adapted from Perrone et al. 
(2001). The participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree with the following 
statements on five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”): “I would 
consider seeking advice/counselling/mentoring/coaching regarding my career plans”, I would 
consider seeking job-search skills training”, “I prefer to handle my career issues on my own”, 
and “I would consider seeking professional skills training”(Cronbach’s alpha = .73). 
Employability was measured with 25 items from Fugate and Kinicki’s (2008) instrument as 
described in Study 2. Cronbach’s alpha for the current sample was .96. 
Thriving at work was measured with the 10-item instrument by Porath et al. (2012), consisting of 
two dimensions: learning at work and experiencing vitality. The participants expressed their 
level of agreement with the statements on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 
= “strongly agree”). Sample items were “At work…I find myself learning often” and “At work… 




Resilience was measured with the six-item brief resilience scale (Smith et al., 2008). Participants 
were asked to rate their agreement with each statement on a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = 
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). Sample items were “I tend to bounce back quickly 
after hard times” and “I have a hard time making it through stressful events“ (Cronbach’s alpha = 
.79). 
 
Perceived stress was measured with the 14-item instrument by Cohen et al. (1983). Participants 
were asked to report on their feelings in the last month, using a five-point scale (0 = “never” to 4 
= “very often”). Sample items were “been upset because of something that happened 
unexpectedly” and “felt nervous and "stressed" (Cronbach’s alpha = .70). 
 
6.3.1.3 Procedure 
For each hypothesis, a regression analysis was conducted using SPSS 25. For the hypotheses 
regarding the antecedents of career empowerment, I controlled for the effects of personal and 
contextual factors that could have a potential relationship with the dependent variable: gender, 
age, overall work experience, employment status, academic status (currently a student or no), 
immigration status, spouse education and occupational level, personality traits, and social 
desirability bias. In addition, because the data were collected in May 2020, the analyses 
accounted for the perceived impact of COVID-19 on the participants’ physical health, mental 
health, and working situation. For the hypotheses regarding the consequences of career 
empowerment, I controlled for gender, age, work experience, employment status, academic 
status, career motivation, social desirability, and the perceived impact of COVID-19. 
6.3.2 Findings 
The hypotheses regarding the antecedents of career empowerment included personal and 
contextual variables. First, core self-evaluations were found to be positively associated with 
career empowerment (b = .48, p < .001), supporting Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2, which predicts 
a positive relationship between proactive personality and career empowerment, was supported as 
well (b = .40, p < .001). Interestingly, the set of hypotheses regarding human capital 
(Hypotheses 3a-3c) was not supported, as the participants’ level of education, occupational level, 
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and work experience were not found to be significantly related to career empowerment. 
Similarly, none of the hypotheses regarding the family of origin (Hypotheses 4a-4e)—namely, 
family structure, father’s and mother’s education, and father’s and mother’s occupational level—
were supported. None of the hypotheses regarding the current family (Hypotheses 5a-5d)—
namely, marital status, number of people in the household, number of children, and caretaking—
were supported either. However, perceived employment opportunities were found to be 
positively associated with career empowerment (operationalized as reverse-coded measure of 
perceived barriers (b = .26, p = .007). Perceived discrimination was also found to be negatively 
associated with career empowerment (b = -.16, p = .023). Thus, Hypothesis 6 was supported. 
Perceived financial security was also found to be positively related to career empowerment (b = 
.23, p = .015), thus supporting Hypothesis 7.  
Supporting previous findings for Hypothesis 8, career empowerment was positively related to 
career engagement (b = .19, p = .021). Career empowerment was positively related to career 
satisfaction (b = .26, p = .001) and job satisfaction (b = .27, p < .001), thus providing additional 
support for Hypotheses 10a and 10b. For objective success, the results are similar to those of 
Study 3a: career empowerment was positively related to the current salary (b = .24, p = .006), 
supporting Hypothesis 11a, but not to the number of overall promotions (b = .15, p = n.s.), and 
thus Hypothesis 11b was not supported.  
Regarding specific career-related behaviours, career empowerment was found to predict work-
related learning (b = .23, p = .007) and, to some extent, networking (b = .17, p = .054). Thus, 
Hypotheses 13 and 15 were supported. Surprisingly, the hypotheses regarding job search 
(Hypothesis 12), career exploration (Hypothesis 14), and career-related help-seeking (Hypothesis 
16) were not supported (b = .05, p = n.s,; b = .09, p = n.s.; b = .15, p = n.s, respectively).  
Finally, for the set of career sustainability hypotheses, career empowerment was found to be a 
positively associated with employability (b = .37, p < .001) and thriving at work (b = .29, p < 
.001), such that Hypotheses 17 and 18 were supported. Regarding the two indicators of mental 
health, the findings show that career empowerment is not a significant predictor of resilience (b 
= .12, p = n.s.), but it is negatively associated with stress (b = -.22, p = .011). As such, 
Hypothesis 19 was not supported, but Hypothesis 20 was.  Tables 25 and 26 present the 
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descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables. Table 27 and Table 28 present the results 
of the final regression model, including all variables.  
 
Table 25: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Selected Proposed Antecedents 
  
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. CarEmp 5.52 0.95 (.97)              
2. CSE 3.67 0.61 .42** (.86)            
3. Proactive 5.03 0.93  .42** .41** (.94)          
4. Opportunities 4.69 1.71  .34** .55** .08 (.93)        
5. Fin_security 3.40 0.94 .33** .62** .21** .47** (.842)      
6. Experience 25.87 12.27 .14* .28** -.10 .28** .24** 
 
   
7. Caregiving .11 .31 -0.001 -0.11 0.11 -0.10 -0.04 -.16* 1  
8. Kids now 0.53 0.92 0.08 -0.04 0.13 -0.13 -.15* -.37** .16* 1 
9. Adults now 1.23 0.95 0.03 -0.04 0.07 -0.08 -0.11 -0.09 0.17 0.11 
 
 
Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 
0.05 level (2-tailed).   
Listwise N = 205. Caregiving was coded as 1 = Yes and 0 = No. 
Values reported on the diagonal are alpha reliability estimates.  
Descriptive statistics for nominal variables are presented in Appendix H. 
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Table 26: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Proposed Consequences 
 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. CarEmp 5.52 0.95 (.97)                        
2. Engage 3.05 1.00 .26** (.94)                      
3. Search 1.88 1.01 .04 .50** (.98)                    
4. Learn 2.88 1.29 .22** .53** .67** (.95)                  
5. Explore 2.07 0.97 0.08 .57** .80** .75** (.96)                
6. Network 2.09 0.74 .28** .65** .67** .73** .77** (.97)              
7. Help 3.23 0.85 0.13 .47** .45** .49** .53** .54** (.73)            
8. Employ 3.67 0.66 .46** .39** .17* .43** .31** .47** .51** (.96)          
9. Resil 4.66 1.05 .29** .00 -.30** -.08 -.24** -.05 -.15* .15* (.79)        
10. Stress 2.72 0.45 -.30** .06 .23** .06 .19** .01 .13 -.16* -.61** (.70)      
11. Thrive 5.14 0.96 .48** .29** -.02 .24** .05 .25** .21** .50** .55** -.51** (.88)    
12. CarSat 3.88 0.70 .50** .16* -.04 .18** .03 .22** .07 .44** .41** -.43** .61** (.90)  
13. JobSat 3.77 0.88 .52** -0.02 -.19** .04 -.15* .04 -.07 .33** .38** -.41** .53** .59** (.79) 
 
Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   




























Note. N = 203. Gender was coded as 1 = Female and 0 = Male. Unstandardized coefficients are presented with (S.E.); *p < .05, and 
**p < .01.  The final model with all the variables included is presented. ΔR2 represents the change in R2 when adding career 








Age -.04** (.02) .004 (.01) -.002 (.01) .02 (.02) .16 (.08) 
Gender -.29** (.13) .06 (.09) .14 (.11) -.96** (.20) -.43 (.68) 
Student .40** (.19) .04 (.13) -.20 (.16) .08 (.29) -.07 (1.02) 
Work Experience -.01 (.01) .001 (.01) .003 (.01) -.01 (.02) .06 (.06) 
Years from Graduation -.03 (.02) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) -.01 (.02) -.12 (.08) 
Employment: Part-Time -.41 (.36) .02 (.24) -.22 (.29) -.93 (.57) .05 (1.85) 
Employment: Self -.08 (.52) -.03 (35) -.004 (.42) 1.4 (.92) -2.17 (.2.68) 
Social Desirability -.02 (.03) -.03 (.02) -.002 (.02) .02 (.04) -.01 (.15) 
Impact of COVID-19 .12** (.02) -.08 (.02) -.07** (.02) .04 (.03) -.08 (.12) 
Career Motivation .29 (.16) .46** (.11) .60 (.13) -.23 (.25) -1.54 (.86) 
Career Empowerment .20** (.09) .19** (.06) .25** (.070) .35** (.13) .72 (.44) 
R2 .29 .34 .40 .17  .05 
F 8.56 10.42 13.02 4.548 2.04 
ΔR2 .02 .04 .04 .03 .01 
F change 5.42** 11.08** 13.57** 7.91** 2.71 (n.s.) 
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Table 28: Multiple Regression Results of Career Empowerment as a Predictor of Additional Career Behaviours and Outcomes 
 
 
Note. N = 203. Gender was coded as 1 = Female and 0 = Male. Unstandardized coefficients are presented with (S.E.); *p < .05, 
and **p < .01. The final model with all the variables included is presented. ΔR2 represents the change in R2 when adding career 
empowerment to the regression model with all the other variables.
Variables Search Learn Explore Network Help Employ Resilience Stress Thrive 
Age .03 (.02) .01 (.02) .02 (.02) .01 (.01) -.01 (.02) -.01 (.01) -.02 (.02) .01 (.01) -.02 (.02) 
Gender -.26 (.14) -.13 (.18) -35** (.13) -.10 (.10) -.11 (.12) .05 (.09) -.04 (.15) .003 (.06) .08 (.13) 
Student .52 (.20) .97** (.26) .61** (.18) .29* (.15) .107 (.182) .06 (.14) .03 (.21) -.11 (.09) .50** (.18) 
Work Experience -.02* (.01) -.02 (.02) -.03** (.01) -.01 (.01) .002 (.01) .01 (.01) -.003 (.01) -.01 (.01) -.004 (.01) 
Years from Graduation -.03 (.02) -.004 (.02) -.02 (.02) -.01 (.01) -.02 (.02) -.001 (.01) .04* (.02) -.01 (.01) .03* (.02) 
Employment: Part-Time .07 (.38) .55 (.49) .03 (.34) .05 (.28) -.09 (.34) .11 (.25) -.26 (.40) -.31 (.17) .27 (.34) 
Employment: Self -.54 (.55) -.51 (.70) -.02 (.50) -48. (.41) -.41 (.49) .05 (.37) .26 (.58) .15 (.25) .16 (.50) 
Social Desirability -.01 (.03) -.07 (.04) -.01 (.03) -.01 (.02) -.003 (.03) -.006 (.02) .03 (.03) -.01 (.01) .01 (.03) 
Impact of COVID-19 .10** (.02) .11** (.03) .09** (.02) .06** (.02) .05* (.02) .01 (.02) -.07** (.03) .04** (.01) -.02 (.02) 
Career motivation -.02 (.18) .03 (.23) .07 (.16) .25* (.13) .00 (.16) .19 (.12) .46* (.19) -.06 (.08) .55** (.16) 
Career empowerment .07 (.09) .31** (.12) .09 (.08) .13* (.07) .14 (.08) .26** (.06) .14 (.10) -.10* (.04) .29**(.08) 
R2 .22 .21 .30 .19 .18 .20 .19 .214 .302 
F 6.10 5.85 8.67 3.75 3.43 5.44 5.16 5.99 8.95 
ΔR2 .002 .03 .004 .02 .01 .07 .01 0.03 .044 




The above findings describe the initial nomological network of career empowerment, and future 
studies should examine its relationship with other constructs. What can be seen from these 
findings, however, is that the hypotheses regarding the antecedents of career empowerment are 
supported only for variables that represent subjective perceptions and cognitions: core self-
evaluations, proactive personality, perceived employment opportunities, and perceived financial 
security. None of the hypotheses that predict a relationship between objective factors (human 
capital, family of origin, and current family) and career empowerment were supported. This 
finding further supports the notion that career empowerment is a cognitive construct and as such 
is related to constructs of the same nature. Thus, it implies that facing objective limitations and 
barriers does not necessarily mean that people will see themselves as disempowered. While 
limitations may exist, subjective cognitions and a sense of personal empowerment that are linked 
with the willingness to extend effort can help individuals cope with their situation more 
effectively. For example, career empowerment can increase proactivity via cognitive effort, such 
as exploration and learning, facilitating usage of existing resources and leveraging them in 
creative ways to overcome barriers. This finding also allows career professionals such as 
guidance counsellors and career counsellors to better help their clients by discussing and perhaps 
changing their perceptions of their employment opportunities, which in turn will be positively 
associated with career empowerment.  
All the variables of interest were collected under the extremely challenging conditions of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. While this factor might not affect some variables such as family of origin, 
it has major implications for the current situation, including employment status, career-related 
behaviours, and career outcomes. As such, the findings regarding the predicted consequences of 
career empowerment are particularly interesting; namely, career empowerment was found to 
predict both subjective and objective career success (career satisfaction, job satisfaction, and 
salary), as well as other indicators of sustainable careers (employability, thriving at work, and 
stress, although not resilience). For all these hypotheses tests, I controlled for the effect of career 
motivation. It is encouraging to see that career empowerment, which is theorized as a new 
conceptualization of career motivation, has incremental criterion-related validity. This result was 
shown first in Study 3a and then expanded in Study 3b, while the situation with the COVID-19 
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pandemic was still unfolding. Surprisingly, when testing specific career-related behaviours, 
career empowerment was found to predict work-related learning and networking, but not job 
search, career exploration, and career-related help-seeking. This finding might be explained by 
the participant sample, which consisted of people who are employed (either full-time, part-time 
or self-employed). It is possible that with a different sample that includes the non-working 
population, these behaviours will also be associated with career empowerment. Again, it is 
plausible that the stress and the restrictions caused by the pandemic limited the range of career-
related behaviours, as some services such as career counselling and help were not provided (at 
least not in a traditional format). Hence, it will be interesting to test these relationships in the 
future in a different setting. Yet, given these challenging circumstances, it is rather impressive 
that career empowerment was still able to predict career behaviours, career sustainability, and 
career success. Figure 1 depicts an initial nomological network of career empowerment.  
 
Figure 1: Initial Nomological Network of Career Empowerment 
Personal factors: 
• Core self-evaluations 
• Proactive personality 
 
Contextual factors: 
• Employment opportunity 





     Objective career success 






     Employability 
     Thriving at work 




Discussion and Conclusions 
 
7.1 Theoretical Contributions and Implications 
 
The notion of agency and control has long been considered an integral element of career 
development, but few studies have actually conceptualized and measured it. While many career 
theories endorse compound constructs that are related to agency, such as career adaptability 
(Savickas, 1997), employability (Fugate et al., 2004), and career motivation (London, 1983), 
personal agency is rarely treated as a construct in its own right—that is, a key conceptual 
mechanism explaining career outcomes. Thus, the first contribution of the present thesis is 
elaborating the theoretical roots of agency, thereby addressing the need to explicitly treat agentic 
control as a distinct construct, as called for by Guest and Rodrigues (2015). Then, based on the 
psychological empowerment concept that explains motivation in terms of cognitions of control, I 
develop the construct of career empowerment, thus extending the discussion of motivation in 
careers as a function of individual cognitions. The cognitive aspect of careers was mentioned as a 
component of career self-management, as the important step before action takes place (De Vos et 
al., 2009), such that conceptualizing a separate motivational cognitive construct is consistent 
with this line of research and adds value to it. Moreover, career empowerment is defined as 
agentic control, which is the perceived “agency” component of the sustainable careers 
framework (Van Der Heijden & de Vos, 2015). While the sustainable career research stream is 
growing rapidly, few studies address agency, perhaps because this component is the least 
theoretically developed so far. Thus, defining and operationalizing agency as a motivational 
construct will bring together the old discussion on motivation and the new budding research 
stream on sustainability in careers. 
The second contribution of this thesis is a more rigorous theoretical basis of career empowerment 
as a motivational construct due to its grounding in all three of the basic needs identified in SDT, 
namely, autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019). By 
comparison, psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995) does not include the relational aspect 
of SDT. By including this aspect, the career empowerment construct acknowledges the many 
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ways relationships influence career development, such as social capital (Seibert et al., 2001), 
networks (Wolff & Moser, 2009), and work-life interface (Marcinkus Murphy & Kram, 2010). 
The relational component is also consistent with SCCT, which posits that other people provide 
important information about the self, shaping cognitions and subsequent behaviours (Lent et al., 
1994). In addition, I identify two dimensions of career empowerment that do not pertain to 
Spreitzer’s (1995) conceptualization of psychological empowerment: growth and focus. The 
dimension of growth, which is distinct from competence, represents the longer time horizon of 
an individual's career compared to the immediacy of psychological empowerment within the 
current job. As a component of career empowerment, growth is related not only to skill 
development but also to personal growth, change, challenge, and/or learning, as noted by other 
career theories such as KCM (Mainiero & Sullivan, 2005) and protean career theory (Hall, 
1996). Furthermore, growth is an important outcome of fulfilling the basic needs posited in SDT 
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2019). The dimension of focus links career empowerment to 
the previous conceptualization of career motivation (London, 1983) as insight; in order to initiate 
action individuals need to understand of their goals. Following this logic, focus is also closely 
linked to research on career exploration, which is the search of clarity (Stumpf et al., 1983). As a 
whole, the seven dimensions of career empowerment embody the idea of career motivation by 
integrating key motivation theories with career models.  
The third contribution of this thesis is the development and validation of a new robust tool to 
measure career empowerment, the career empowerment scale. I began the scale development 
process with a qualitative study that established the facets of career empowerment. Then, in a 
series of factor analyses, I determined the number of dimensions and reduced the item pool to the 
best items representing each dimension. The final version of the scale consists of 21 items that 
have good loadings on their designated dimensions and that provide good internal consistency 
overall. The moderate correlations between the dimensions suggest that the factors are 
sufficiently distinct in content. I showed that the structure of career empowerment is stable 
across gender and age, and tested the relationships between career empowerment and other 
relevant constructs. I demonstrated the convergent and discriminant validity of the scale: career 
empowerment has positive relationships with existing measures that overlap somewhat with 
career empowerment (e.g., employability and adaptability). At the same time, career 
empowerment shows sufficient distinction from other career-related constructs, demonstrating 
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that it covers content that is not identical. It is also positively associated with desirable work 
attitudes, such as organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and negatively associated with 
turnover intentions.  
I tested the initial nomological network of career empowerment, including a range of personal 
and contextual factors that I proposed to be antecedents, as well as career-related behaviours and 
outcomes that I hypothesized to be consequences. The findings of the nomological network study 
support the conceptualization of career empowerment as a purely cognitive construct, predicted 
by subjective constructs (e.g., core self-evaluations, proactive personality, perceived financial 
security, perceived work opportunities) rather than objective factors (e.g., family history, family 
structure, level of education, occupational level). These findings are rather optimistic in nature, 
as they suggest that career empowerment is malleable and that perceptions, unlike some given 
conditions, can be changed, thus empowering people. In short, being born into unfavourable 
conditions does not limit people’s career empowerment forever, making this construct 
particularly useful for theory and practice. 
I also tested the predictive validity of career empowerment regarding select behavioural 
outcomes and career success indicators and demonstrated its incremental validity above and 
beyond six leading career-related constructs, including compound constructs that tend to predict 
large proportions of variance. The ability of career empowerment to predict incremental variance 
beyond that predicted by broad career measures involving cognitive, affective, and behavioural 
items is particularly important because the career empowerment scale is strictly limited to 
cognitions, which has particular value for theory and practice, as cognitions are considered to be 
relatively malleable. While future work can extend the concept by including affective and 
behavioural components, it was important to focus on cognitions first, studying their unique 
contribution in isolation. The finding that career empowerment cognitions explain additional 
variance beyond prior measures provides strong evidence for the value of a focused yet 
multidimensional measure that captures career motivation. I then tested even more potential 
outcomes, including specific career-related behaviours and indicators of sustainable careers, and 
demonstrated that career empowerment has incremental validity above the existing construct of 
career motivation, thus justifying the new construct’s place in career theory.  
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7.2 Practical Implications 
The career empowerment scale fills a considerable gap between career theory and practice. 
Developing and maintaining career motivation remains a challenge for job seekers who turn to 
career counselling, and existing theories do not provide sufficient tools to deal with this 
challenge. In order to build a construct advancing both theory and practice, I included both 
career practitioners and career theorists in all stages of the scale development process. Thus, the 
career empowerment scale will help people become more aware of their perceptions, and 
comparing their perceptions with their career realities with a career counsellor will help them 
identify sources of empowerment that are available to them.. Unlike other career measures that 
focus on personality traits and orientations, career empowerment is aimed at cognitions that can 
be changed, which makes it particularly useful for practice. 
Another important element of the scale development process was the inclusion of people with 
various employment statuses in various industries. While collecting data for multiple stages of 
the project, I paid special attention to ensuring that diverse representation was achieved in terms 
of demographics (age, gender, ethnicity, occupation, and industry). While some people might not 
be currently employed for multiple reasons, they might be interested in a job in the future. Very 
often, career-related instruments ask about participants’ current job rather than their career path 
in general, which might affect the instruments’ applicability. It was also important for me to 
include people from non-managerial positions and blue-collar occupations, who are often 
overlooked in career studies but nevertheless have careers and deserve to express their voices. 
The inclusivity of the scale also extends to different ethnicities and cultures: the scale was 
developed by and with the help of researchers from multiple cultures. For career empowerment, 
inclusivity is an integral feature of its conceptualization, not a specific hypothesis to be tested. 
Thus, a significant strength of the instrument is its inclusiveness and applicability to diverse 
populations.  
Because career empowerment predicts job satisfaction and is correlated with turnover intentions, 
it has important advantages for organizations. Career empowerment is a cognitive construct that 
is malleable, such that managers can invest in their employees in order to support the construct's 
different dimensions (e.g., by providing training, which will increase competence, and 
encouraging growth with challenging assignments). There is evidence that organizational 
127 
 
investment in employability of employees is linked to reduced turnover (Akkermans et al., 
2019), such that enabling employees to be more employable does not necessarily conflict with 
organizational goals, but can rather support them. Managers can also help their employees to 
develop focus by providing access to career counselling services, and assist them to develop 
positive relationships within and outside the organization. On the organizational level, giving 
employees some sense of financial security (e.g., by providing outplacement support) will 
increase their career empowerment. In addition, adopting and communicating equity, diversity, 
and inclusion practices can reduce perceived discrimination, which will also increase career 
empowerment. This investment in employees enables them to build sustainable careers 
characterized by improved health, productivity, and happiness, which will benefit organizations 
immensely. 
 
7.3 Limitations and Future Directions 
Despite the efforts to conduct a thorough study, it is not without limitations. First, in terms of the 
nomological network, I established the incremental validity of career empowerment over career 
adaptability, but I have not tested a potential relationship between them. As I was able to 
demonstrate that career empowerment is a predictor of employability, it is plausible that it can 
also predict the development of competencies, such as those included in career adaptability. I 
plan to test this relationship in the future, thus further developing career theory. In addition, the 
hypotheses that were developed in this thesis suggest that career empowerment mediates several 
relationships in its nomological network, serving as a link between its antecedents and 
consequences; yet these relationships have not been tested, as they are beyond the scope of the 
current work. I plan to do so separately. 
Second, for practical reasons, some samples were limited to the working population only (full-
time, part-time, and self-employed). This decision limited the range of career behaviours that I 
tested as potential consequences of career empowerment in Study 3. The COVID-19 pandemic 
deeply affected people’s careers, and data collection for the study reflects this, especially in 
regard to predicting behaviours such as job search, career exploration, and help-seeking. As my 
sample did not include people who are not currently employed, career-related proactive 
behaviours that are typical to more peaceful times were limited by the pandemic. For this reason, 
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I plan to test the hypotheses regarding these behaviours again in the future, when there are fewer 
barriers to career development, with a sample that represents the full range of employment 
statuses. 
Third, I expect career empowerment to be particularly important in times of crisis, such as during 
the COVID-19 pandemic, which has negatively impacted many people’s careers. When facing 
adversity, maintaining motivation and being proactive are critical for career sustainability. 
Career empowerment provides a comprehensive yet succinct framework to assess and enhance a 
sense of control during times of career shocks. As this prediction is beyond the scope of the 
present thesis, I aim to examine it in a separate study that also includes additional potential 
antecedents of career empowerment, namely leadership styles.  
Other possible directions for future research include validating the career empowerment scale for 
use in other cultures, keeping in mind its applicability to different contexts—studying the idea of 
agency versus destiny, for example, or the relationships dimension that may be especially salient 
in collectivistic cultures. One such unique context is Russia, which is rarely featured in studies 
conducted in North American institutions. I also plan to explore career empowerment within 
specific population groups, namely skilled immigrants, integrating perspectives of human 
resource management professionals and immigrant employees. I would also be interested in 
exploring career empowerment as an intervention for unemployed individuals with low 
motivation, in order to improve their employability and help them join the workforce. Another 
research avenue is testing the role of career empowerment in school-to-work transition. 
In summary, the current thesis presents a new theoretical construct to fill the gap in career theory 
regarding career motivation and agentic control. The career empowerment construct was 
developed based on well-established motivation theories from organizational behaviour in order 
to provide a succinct yet comprehensive framework, which embodies the cognitive step before 
enactment. Following the theoretical construct development, the career empowerment scale 
provides a reliable and valid measurement of cognitions of control, an instrument that can be 
used for theory building, theory testing, or counselling. The data presented in this thesis provide 
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Appendix D: Initial Interview Protocol for Study 1 
 
Question Probing questions 
Could you please tell me how your 
career developed since age 
18/graduation from high school? 
 
Do you see any major turning points? 
What were they and why did they occur? 
Who initiated the change or the action? How did you feel 
about it? 
What factors determined your career 
choices?  
What were/are you looking for in your 
career? 
What motivated you during the different points in your 
career? 
 
To what extent do you feel you have 
control over your career? Please give 
examples of specific times when you 
felt in control. 
Who do you think was in charge of your career?  
Who is making the decisions or has an influence over your 
decisions and actions in regard to your career? 
What gave you that feeling of control over your career?  
What motivated you at that time? 
 
Was there ever a time when you felt 
not in control of your career or 
powerless. Please give an example. 
Have you experienced any opposition, criticism, or 
roadblocks?  
What happened during this event? How did you feel at that 
time? Why? 
Looking back, what motivated you to deal with this 
challenge? Did you take control back? Why? 
Were there conditions in your 
environment that you find supportive 
of your career decisions and actions?  
Were there conditions in your 
environment that you find 
unsupportive/hindering?  
 
Was there anyone, or anything, that helped you feel in control 
or take control over your career? Who or what did that? How? 
Was there anyone, or anything, that made you feel powerless? 
Were there any people or factors —internal or external—that 
were important in making decisions and taking actions in 
regard to your career? What was their impact on your career? 





Appendix E: Representative Quotes and Data Structure (Study 1) 
 
Examples Code Theme 
“Drive, desire, I wanted it, really, really wanted” 
“The crossroads of my passion and my purpose” 
“This is what I'm really passionate about; work isn’t really work for me” 
“I've always been passionate about social work” 
Passion Meaning 
“Make my actions more consistent with my values and interests” 
“Be able to stay true to your beliefs” 
“There's no way that I will ever work somewhere again that's going to make me 
sacrifice my values” 
Values 
“What makes you tick? What do you really enjoy doing?” 
“If I was really going to do something for me, what would it be?” 
“I knew what my personality and interests were, which was kind of ignored for a 
while as I got formally educated” 
Interest 
“I was always relying on my strengths and my education and experience” 
“I want to advance; I think education is probably going to be the way to do it” 
“I didn't have a university degree when I was working at a department of welfare; 
there was only so far I could go” 
Credentials Competence 
“I was still using all my legal skills…so I was able to use that in a different way, 
and I still loved it” 
 “The personal skills I had to deploy were well suited to what I could do” 
“Building a repertoire of skills that are transferable into their career” 
“I always position the transferable skills and I move over” 
Skills 
“I was so young and I already had a couple of years of experience” 
“I know what I’m doing, and that ultimately is driven by a track record of success 
and experience” 
“I was doing exactly the same work that I did in Sarajevo” 
Experience 
“I was always good enough in my work that I could choose to continue to do this 
work for the rest of my life” 
“I've been very successful at what I do; no one does what I do; no one is as good 
at what I do” 




“The difference you can make in somebody's life” 
“I've actually made a pretty significant difference here, and I can leave, and 
things are going to continue to go well” 
 “To mess with the way the system works, the engine, bringing a change” 




 “Putting people in a better situation than what they realize they could be in” 
“I really think everybody has a calling in life, and I think mine is sort of to 
protect and help others” 
 “I enjoy helping people, right? That's why I became a police officer” 
Helping 
people 
 “If you don't like what I’m doing, get the hell out, because this is my train” 





“You have to be comfortable with who you are. And you know, your own 
decisions that you're making, because the only one who can truly disempower 
you is you” 
“My career kind of developed based on suggestions of others” 
“You allow people to disempower you when you start down that path of them 
telling, you know, doing what they force, tell you what to do, as opposed to doing 
what’s right for you and for the path, you know, made for yourself” 
“So I think for a good part of my life other people kind of guided me” 
External 
“I'd already put two years into that”  
“I think it's fear of the unknown sunk costs” 
Sunk costs 
“It's a profession that is very guarded” 
“I can't, like, make a new position, like a new promotion or something” 
“Those blinders focused on progression within the confines of a singular 
organization or industry” 
Structural 
limitations 
“I had more focus, I had a clear vision of where I want to go in terms of my 
career” 
“I didn't have any focus, I was a little bit lost. I didn't know what I wanted to 
achieve with my career” 
“You have to keep an eye on the prize and focus” 
Clarity Focus 
“I would have taken some time off just to re-evaluate everything” 
“I started to take a step back and think a little bit more and reflect on it and 
maybe get advice, then I could make a better, more informed decision about 
where I wanted to go next” 
“I think sometimes you just have to figure out what's right for you” 
“And it makes all of these decisions much harder because you don't know who 
you are, what you want to do, what does empowerment actually mean? What are 
you empowered to do?” 
Self-
reflection 
“I think it made me latch on my goals a little bit more; if I get a goal, I want to 
achieve it, I don't want to regret the fact that I didn’t do something” 
“If the opportunities and the promotions hadn't been there, I would have left, 
because I have a goal and it's not the promotion necessarily, it’s the 
responsibility” 
“You get off track and you need to reset your goals, realign your practice with 
what your goals are” 
Goals 
“I think ultimately that's what drives me, the desire to help people and also an 
intellectual curiosity and the need to keep learning” 
“I like talking to a lot of very smart people; I liked being around a lot of 
discussion that was focused on interesting ideas” 
“I have what I call a healthy restlessness for learning and so that's an important 
part, to always be seeking and learning something new” 
“Am I still learning something or am I not? If I'm still learning, how long it'll be 
before I feel proficient enough that I will start getting the itchy-bichies that I need 
to move” 
Learning Growth 
“And I was looking to leave my job just because I was looking for something 




“What empowered me was a voice inside of me that said, ‘You need something 
new, you can do this, but you're not challenged’” 
“It's that pursuit of doing something more, being challenged; I mean I know I'm 
intrinsically motivated for that, I'm competitive, I want that next challenge, I 
want to do more” 
“The status quo wasn't enough; there had to be something else, something new” 
“There always has to be what’s next” 
“I started to get restless…I said, ‘I’m ready for something else’ because I got 
edgy again” 
“There are a lot of different paths I can take with that…I like all those doors, so I 
think I just like the flexibility” 
Change 
“Having a good support network is very important, whether it's a mentor or 
whether it's your spouse, whether it's a partner, friends, whatever, having support 
and people that will be there for you regardless, even if you fail, and champion 
you is very important” 
“The only thing that was a spark of hope was my social mobility…I'm a social 
person and I gained a lot of self-confidence from being social, because people 
like me and I like them” 
“Having conversations—my fun is meeting people and having a friend, like when 
I coach…that's fun for me; I can have a one-hour talk, or a five-hour talk and I 
am constantly there all the time, like I am in the present, literally all the time” 
“And I think by then I wasn't actively looking for a lot of work, I just felt like I 
needed to be involved with people” 
 
People Relationships 
“I was by myself there, very happy, because my leader, my colleagues, they were 
all foreigners; we were like a family, so I think that kind of relationship, it's very 
good” 
“It's important to network even where you're working currently” 
“I was very fortunate to have some amazing, amazing leaders throughout my 
career, because they taught me, they pushed me, they took a chance on me” 
“One of the processes is always stay in touch with people when you're working; 
the best time to find a job is when you have a job” 




“So if you don't have a supportive partner, husband, or if you don't have that 
ability to carve out what you really want” 
“If you are down and if you question yourself, a family can, you know, motivate 
you to continue and to fight” 
“[My wife] and I are very much partners, we are helping each other and we are 
impacting each other” 
Family-
support 
“The reason why I stayed in my career was for the love of my dad; my ties to him 
as a son of a father overrode the deteriorating love for engineering, the 
accelerating love to pursue my entrepreneurship”  
“My parents have a lot of messaging explicitly coming my way” 
“I knew that I had to do an undergrad degree because [otherwise] my mother was 




“If I wasn't sitting here with three kids that are in public school and my oldest is 
in high school now, I would take other opportunities that have come forward” 
“I've got friends who have actually started companies, who are my classmates in 
the MBA. They'd hire me without any questions. I could literally have a job 
tomorrow if I wanted one.” 
“I still feel comfortable calling anyone of my former classmates. Even three of 
them are now CEOs of good-sized companies. I could call them any time and 
expect that they'll take my call, we’ll talk like friends, so that's really cool. So 
that's why I did that. And then I felt more empowered to take more risks.” 
“I think after a point in time, people would know, close people know about your 
work, and they just give you projects that if you're interested, you can do it” 
Friends-
support 
“Oh, I did have some wrong people around me back in Montreal. So, um, peer 
pressure, and there I had a lot of people, that right now I'm sure they have 
changed, but back then, we were just busy, not working hard, just going out too 
much. So that really played a big role, that's why my career started a little bit 
later than other people.” 
“I think part of it is, you know, the friends that you're involved with as well at the 
time. So your social circles have an impact on your motivation, your drive, your 
ability to achieve something. Growing up I had two very distinct groups of 
friends. I had the friends that were into trouble a lot. They were into drugs. They 
were into stealing. They were into drinking, skipping school, getting in fights. 
You pretty much name it, that's what they were doing…. A friend of mine had 
explained the whole drug dealing business, and I was contemplating the fact that 
‘You know what? I know enough people, who like probably sell drugs and I don't 
do drugs. So I'm not wasting my money for my own self, I’d be able to continue 
to sell them.’” 
Friends-
limit 
             
             









Appendix F1: Initial Item Pool  
Items that survived the EFA are marked with * 
Self-determination_1: I make my own decisions about my career* 
Self-determination_2: I am able to take action in my career* 
Self-determination_3: My career is determined by forces that sway me  
Self-determination_4: I am able to guide the direction of my career* 
Self-determination_5: I feel total control over my career* 
Self-determination_6: I let other people make decisions about my career  
Self-determination_7: I have control over my career opportunities  
Competence_1:  I am confident in my ability to be successful in my career  
Competence_2:  I am unable to overcome career obstacles and barriers  
Competence_3:  I have sufficient credentials to take my career in the direction I want*  
Competence_4:  I have mastered the skills to achieve my career goals*  
Competence_5:  I am able to overcome career obstacles and barriers   
Competence_6:  I have sufficient knowledge to achieve my career goals* 
Competence_7: I don’t feel competent enough to be successful in my career   
Impact_1:  I make a difference in people’s lives* 
Impact_2:  I bring about change  
Impact_3:  I make an impact* 
Impact_4:  I leave a mark* 
Impact_5:  I make the world a better place* 
Impact_6:  I do something important  
Impact_7:  I have had a lot of impact on my workplaces  
Meaning_1:   In my career, I have a purpose   
Meaning_2:   My career is congruent with my values*  
Meaning_3:   What I do in my career is personally meaningful to me*  
Meaning_4:   In my career, I am true to myself* 
Meaning_5:   I am completely unfulfilled in my career   
Meaning_6:   I can express my personal values in my career   
Meaning_7:   What I do in my career has no personal meaning to me    
Focus_1:  I know what I want to do in my career* 
Focus_2:  I have a clear vision of my career* 
Focus_3:  I know what I want to achieve in my career*  
Focus_4:  I sometimes feel lost and don’t know what to do with my career* 
Focus_5:  I’m not sure what I want to achieve in my career  
Focus_6:  My vision of my career is blurry or obscure  
Focus_7:  I have a specific plan to achieve my career goals 
Growth_1:  In my career I grow as a professional* 
Growth_2:  My career provides me with ongoing learning opportunities* 
Growth_3:  In my career, I am challenged* 
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Growth_4:  In my career, I am intellectually stimulated* 
Growth_5:  I am bored in my career  
Growth_6:  My career does not provide me with learning opportunities   
Growth_7:  My career does not challenge me   
Relationships_1: My family supports me in my career  
Relationships _2: My professional network is helpful in my career  
Relationships _3: I have people I can rely on in my career  
Relationships _4: Some relationships in my life have a negative impact on my career* 
Relationships _5: I have little network support for my career* 
Relationships _6: My friends distract me from achieving my career goals*  
Relationships _7: My professional network connections limit my ability to achieve my 
career goals* 
 
Appendix F2: Additional Relationships Items 
Items that survived the CFA are marked with *) 
 
1. Some relationships in my life increase my ability to achieve my career goals 
2. I have people I can rely on when I need career support 
3. I have connections that help me overcome barriers in my careers 
4. I have relationships that are useful for my career development* 
5. I have people I can go to for advice about my career* 
6. I have role models that I look up to in my career 
7. I know people who can help me advance my career* 
8. My career is limited by my social circle 
9. My career is limited by lack of relationships 




Appendix G1: Summary of Existing Related Concepts and Measures  
 









behaviors that reflect 
the person's career 
identity, insight into 
factors affecting his 
or her career, and 
resilience in the face 
of unfavorable 
career conditions” 
17 items (1 to 5): 
7 items for career identity 
(e.g., “I am involved in 
my job”) 
5 items for career insight 
(e.g., “I recognize what I 
can do well and cannot do 
well”) 
5 items for career 
resilience (e.g., “I am able 






• Some items refer to the current job 
and workplace 
• Encompasses many different topics 
that might be related to motivation 
in various ways (commitment, 
involvement in the workplace, 
work identity, adaptability, self-
awareness) but do not necessarily 
focus on its essence 
• Career resilience is recently viewed 
as a separate construct (Mishra & 
McDonald, 2017) 
• Noe et al. (1990) instrument using 












“The readiness to 
cope with the 
predictable tasks of 
preparing for and 
participating in the 




changes in work and 
working conditions” 
12 items (1 to 5), 3 items 
for each dimension: 
Concern (e.g., “Thinking 
about what my future will 
be like”), Control (e.g., 
“Taking responsibility for 
my actions”), Curiosity 
(e.g., “Looking for 
opportunities to grow as a 
person”), Confidence 






• The four dimensions represent 
strengths or resources that are 
needed to cope with career 
challenges such as indecisiveness: 
concern, control, curiosity, and 
confidence 
• The items refer to behaviours: 
preparing for the future, taking 
responsibility, working up to 
ability, learning new skills 
• Control is conceptualized as self-
regulation and involves self-




Work volition Duffy, Diemer, 
Perry, Laurenzi, 






14 items (1 to 7):  
5 items for volition (e.g., 
“I've been able to choose 
the jobs I wanted”) 
4 items for financial 
constraints (e.g., “The 
only thing that matters to 
me in choosing a job is 
making ends meet”) 
4 items for structural 
constraints (e.g., “The jobs 
I would like to pursue 





• Psychology of working targets less-
privileged and more-marginalized 
populations (such as the poor and 
working class), who face more 
career barriers  
• Work volition relates to a “job”, a 
narrower domain than “career”, 
which implies a sequence of jobs 
over time 
• Constraints are an integral part of 
the concept of work volition rather 
than antecedents 















26 items (1 to 7) that refer 
to self-regulation, in terms 
of task (e.g., “Complete 
my work at the highest 
level of negative emotions 
accuracy”), emotional 
self-regulation (“Maintain 
control of myself in every 
circumstances [sic]”), and 
empathy (e.g., 
“Understand the needs of 
my colleagues, even if 







• Work self-efficacy is relevant 
within the current job context and 
thus cannot be applied to 
unemployed individuals 
• Predicts in-role and extra-role 
behaviours, negative emotions, and 
health symptoms in a specific job—
not long-term career behaviour and 
psychological career success 
 
Employability Fugate & 
Kinicki (2008) 
A form of work-
specific active 
adaptability that 
enables workers to 
identify and realize 
career opportunities 
25 items (1 to 5) that 
represent a broad array of 
concepts, categorized 
under 3 dimensions: 
career identity, personal 
adaptability, and social 
and human capital 








• A broad construct that subsumes 
many other career- and work-
related concepts  
• The items include a mix of 
behaviours, cognitions, and 
attitudes 
• Only one item specifically 
mentions control (“I have control 
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such as optimism (“I 
always look at the bright 
side of things at work”), 
values (“It is important to 
me that others think highly 
of my job”), and work 
involvement (“I am 
involved in my work”) 
over my career opportunities”), not 
inspecting the concept deeply 
Protean career 
orientation 





success according to 
the person's personal 
values” 
7 items (1 to 7) that refer 
to values and success 
(e.g., “For me, career 
success is how I am doing 
against my goals and 
values”) and control (e.g., 
“If I have to find a new 




• A relatively stable disposition—
does not assume changes over time 









Appendix G2: Comparison with Existing Scales 
 
1. Career adapt-abilities scale (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) versus career empowerment  
*Items in bold have been validated for the short version of the career adapt-abilities scale (Maggiori et al., 2017) 
Career Adapt-Abilities Career Empowerment 
Concern  Thinking about what my future will be like  
Realizing that today's choices shape my future  
Preparing for the future  
Becoming aware of the educational and career choices that I must make 
Planning how to achieve my goals 
Concerned about my career  
Focus I know what I want to do in my career  
I have a clear vision of my career  
I know what I want to achieve in my career  
 
Control Keeping upbeat  
Making decisions by myself  
Taking responsibility for my actions  
Sticking up for my beliefs  
Counting on myself 







I am able to take action in my career  
I am able to guide the direction of my career  
I am in control of my career 
My career fits my values  
What I do in my career is personally meaningful to me  
In my career, I am true to myself  
Curiosity Exploring my surroundings  
Looking for opportunities to grow as a person  
Investigating options before making a choice  
Observing different ways of doing things  
Probing deeply into questions I have  
Becoming curious about new opportunities 
Growth In my career I grow as a professional  
My career provides me with ongoing learning opportunities  
In my career I am intellectually stimulated  
 
Confidence Performing tasks efficiently  
Taking care to do things well 
Learning new skills  
Working up to my ability  
Overcoming obstacles  
Solving problems 
Competence I have sufficient credentials to take my career in the direction I 
want  
I have mastered the skills to achieve my career goals  
I have sufficient knowledge to achieve my career goals  
 
  Impact 
 
I make a difference in people’s lives  
I make an impact  
I leave a mark  
  Relationships 
 
I have relationships that are useful for my career development 
I have people I can go to for advice about my career 







2. Work volition scale (Duffy et al., 2012) versus career empowerment  
 
Work Volition Career Empowerment 
Volition I’ve been able to choose the jobs I have wanted  
I can do the kind of work I want, despite external barriers  
I feel total control over my job choices 
I've learned how to find my own way through the world of work 







I am able to take action in my career  
I am able to guide the direction of my career  
I am in control of my career 
Financial 
Constraints 
Due to my financial situation, I need to take any job I can find  
When looking for work, I’ll take whatever I can get  
In order to provide for my family, I often have to take jobs I do not enjoy  
I don’t like my job, but it would be impossible for me to find a new one  
The only thing that matters in choosing a job is to make ends meet 
Structural 
Constraints 
I feel that outside forces have really limited my work and career options  
The current state of the economy prevents me from working in the job I want  
Negative factors outside my personal control had a large impact on my current 
career choice  
The jobs I would like to pursue don’t exist in my area  
  Focus I know what I want to do in my career  
I have a clear vision of my career  
I know what I want to achieve in my career  
  Meaning  
 
My career fits my values  
What I do in my career is personally meaningful to me  
In my career, I am true to myself  
  Growth In my career I grow as a professional  
My career provides me with ongoing learning opportunities  
In my career I am intellectually stimulated  
  Competence I have sufficient credentials to take my career in the direction I 
want  
I have mastered the skills to achieve my career goals  
I have sufficient knowledge to achieve my career goals  
  Impact 
 
 
I make a difference in people’s lives  
I make an impact  
I leave a mark  
  Relationships 
 
I have relationships that are useful for my career development 
I have people I can go to for advice about my career 





3. Career motivation scale (London, 1993) versus career empowerment  
 




I am able to take action in my career  
I am able to guide the direction of my career  
I am in control of my career 
Insight I have clear career goals 
I have realistic career goals 
I know my strengths (the things I do well) 
I know my weaknesses (the things I am not good at) 
I recognize what I can do well and cannot do well 
Focus I know what I want to do in my career  
I have a clear vision of my career  
I know what I want to achieve in my career  
Identity I define myself by my work 
I work as hard as I can, even it means frequently working long days and 
weekends 
I am involved in my job 
I believe that my success depends upon the success of my employer 
I am proud to work for my organization 
I am loyal to my employer 
I see myself as a professional and/or technical expert 
Meaning  
 
My career fits my values  
What I do in my career is personally meaningful to me  
In my career, I am true to myself  
Resilience I am able to adapt to changing circumstances 
I am willing to take risks (actions with uncertain outcomes) 
I welcome job and organizational changes (e.g., new assignments) 
I can handle any work problems that come my way 
I look forward to working with new and different people 
Growth In my career I grow as a professional  
My career provides me with ongoing learning 
opportunities  
In my career I am intellectually stimulated  
  Competence I have sufficient credentials to take my career in the 
direction I want  
I have mastered the skills to achieve my career goals  
I have sufficient knowledge to achieve my career goals  
  Impact 
 
I make a difference in people’s lives  
I make an impact  
I leave a mark  
  Relationships 
 
I have relationships that are useful for my career 
development 
I have people I can go to for advice about my career 
I know people who can help me advance my career 
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Appendix G3: Other Relevant Scales 
Career motivation (Noe et al., 1990) 
On a scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5), to what extent … 
1…do you have a specific career goal?  
2…do you have a specific plan for achieving your career goal? 
3... do you feel you are aware of your skill strengths and weaknesses? 
4…do you ask co-workers you respect for feedback on your performance? 
5…have you changed or revised your career goals based on new information you have received 
regarding yourself or your situation? 
6…have you sought job assignments that will help you obtain your career goal? 
7…have you taken the initiative to discuss your career goals with your boss? 
8…have you asked your boss to discuss your specific skill strengths and weaknesses? 
9…do you spend your free time on activities that will help your job? 
10…have you taken courses toward a job-related degree? 
11…have you joined professional organizations related to your career goal? 
12…have you kept current on company affairs? 
13…do you stay abreast of developments in your line of work? 
14…do you accept compliments rather than discount them? 
15…do you believe other people when they tell you that you have done a good job? 
16…do you reward yourself when you complete a project? 
17…do you take the time to do the best possible job on a task? 
18…do you set difficult but not impossible work goals? 
19…have you designed better ways of doing your work? 
20…have you accepted a job assignment for which you have little or no expertise? 
21… have you made suggestions to others even though they may disagree? 
22…do you look for opportunities to interact with influential people in your organization? 
23…do you help co-workers with projects? 
24…have you made and maintained friendships with people in different departments? 
25…have you outlined ways of accomplishing jobs without waiting for your boss? 
26…have you evaluated your job performance against personal standards rather than comparing it 
with what others do? 
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Employability (Fugate & Kinicki, 2008) 
Please indicate to what extent each of the following describes your feelings, from “strongly disagree” 
(1) to “strongly agree” (5): 
1. I feel changes at work generally have positive implications  
2. I feel that I am generally accepting of changes at work  
3. I would consider myself open to changes at work  
4. I can handle job and organizational changes effectively  
5. I am able to adapt to changing circumstances at work  
6. I stay abreast of developments in my company  
7. I stay abreast of developments in my industry  
8. I stay abreast of developments relating to my type of job  
9. I have participated in training or schooling that will help me reach my career goals  
10. I have a specific plan for achieving my career goals  
11. I have sought job assignments that will help me obtain my career goals  
12. I am optimistic about my future career opportunities  
13. I feel I am a valuable employee at work  
14. I have control over my career opportunities  
15. My past career experiences have been generally positive  
16. I take a positive attitude towards my work  
17. In uncertain times at work, I usually expect the best  
18. I always look at the bright side of things at work  
19. I am a believer that "every cloud has a silver lining" at work  
20. I define myself by the work that I do  
21. I am involved in my work  
22. It is important to me that others think highly of my job  
23. It is important to me that I am successful in my job  
24. The type of work I do is important to me  




Work self-efficacy (Barbaranelli et al., 2018)  
Using a 7-point Likert scale from “not at all” (1) to “completely” (7), please indicate the score that 
best represents your degree of confidence in your ability to do each of things described: 
1. Always comply with my work agenda and deadlines  
2. Complete my work at the highest level of accuracy  
3. Organize my work even when unexpected events and urgencies occur  
4. Work hard on my activities until I reach the expected goals  
5. Maintain my attention at work  
6. Seek additional information when I am unsure about what I already know  
7. Get all the information needed to do my work  
8. Intensify my efforts in hard times at work  
9. Defend my opinions even when they are different from what others think  
10. Defend my rights when I am mistreated  
11. Successfully defend my rights when I get attacked unfairly  
12. Express my ideas even when my colleagues do not agree with me  
13. Express my opinion during work meetings  
14. Convince others of my ideas  
15. Overcome frustration if my superiors and/or my colleagues do not appreciate me as I would 
like  
16. Overcome the irritation for injustices I suffered at work  
17. Avoid to get angry when others are disrespectful to me [sic] 
18. Keep my cool in times of stress and tension at work  
19. Maintain control of myself in every circumstances [sic] 
20. Not get disheartened following a heavy criticism at work  
21. Overcome frustration due to my failures at work  
22. Understand the mood of colleagues or superiors when I am deeply involved in an argument  
23. Understand when a colleague is irritated with me  
24. Understand the mood of my colleagues  
25. Understand the needs of my colleagues, even if they do not mention them explicitly 
26. Put myself in the shoes of a work colleague who is in trouble 
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Career commitment (Carson & Bedeian, 1994) 
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5): 
1. My line of work/career field is an important part of who I am.   
2. This line of work/career field has a great deal of personal meaning to me.  
3. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this line of work/career field. 
4. I strongly identify with my chosen line of work/career field.  
5. I do not have a strategy for achieving my goals in this line of work/career field.  
6. I have created a plan for my development in this line of work/career field. 
7. I do not identify specific goals for my development in this line of work/career field   
8. I do not often think about my personal development in this line of work/career field. 
9. The costs associated with my line of work/career field sometimes seem too great. 
10. Given the problems I encounter in this line of work/career field, I sometimes wonder if I get 
enough out of it.  
11. Given the problems in this line of work/career field, I sometimes wonder if the personal 
burden is worth it. 
12. The discomforts associated with my line of work/career field sometimes seem too great. 
13. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging in this line of work/career field.  
14. I frequently tell people about how great my line of work/career field is.  
15. I readily learn new techniques and procedures associated with my line of work/career field.  
16. The benefits of this line of work/career field outweigh its costs.  
17. I am constantly trying to improve the skills I need for success in my line of work/career field.  
18. I feel irresponsible if I do not keep up with developments in my line of work/career field.  
19. Though my line of work/career field has its difficulties, I continue to try hard.  
20. I will continue to work hard in my line of work/career field despite its problem areas.  
21. When I initially meet others, I usually don't tell them my line of work/career field. 
22. In social settings, I rarely discuss my line of work/career field.  
23. I often discuss my line of work/career field with people outside of it.  
24. I know what I need to do to reach my goals in this line of work/career field.   
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Career Commitment (Blau, 1985) 
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5): 
 
1. If I could get another job different from being a nurse and paying the same amount. I would 
probably take it 
2. I definitely want a career for myself in nursing 
3. If I could do it all over again, I would not choose to work in the nursing profession 
4. If I had all the money I needed without working, I would probably still continue to work in the 
nursing profession 
5. I like this vocation too well to give it up 
6. This is the ideal vocation for a life work  
7. I am disappointed that I ever entered the nursing profession 
8. I spend a significant amount of personal time reading nursing-related journals or books 
 
Protean career orientation (Baruch, 2014) 
A 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7): 
1. For me, career success is how I am doing against my goals and values 
2. I navigate my own career, mostly according to my plans  
3. If I have to find a new job, it would be easy  
4. I am in charge of my own career  
5. I take responsibility for my own development  
6. Freedom and autonomy are driving forces in my career 








Appendix H: Descriptive Statistics for Nominal Variables (Sample 6) 
 
Education 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid High school 19 9.3 9.3 9.3 
College/technical 25 12.2 12.2 21.5 
Undergraduate 78 38.0 38.0 59.5 
Graduate 74 36.1 36.1 95.6 
Doctoral 9 4.4 4.4 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Occupational Level 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Owner/partner 6 2.9 2.9 2.9 
Executive/senior 17 8.3 8.3 11.2 
Middle management 48 23.4 23.4 34.6 
Low management 22 10.7 10.7 45.4 
Professional 86 42.0 42.0 87.3 
Entry-level 25 12.2 12.2 99.5 
Home-based business 1 0.5 0.5 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Family Structure 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Missing 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Two-parent 177 86.3 86.3 86.8 
Single-parent 27 13.2 13.2 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Father Education 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Missing 5 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Below high school 14 6.8 6.8 9.3 
High school 65 31.7 31.7 41.0 
College/technical 18 8.8 8.8 49.8 
Undergraduate 59 28.8 28.8 78.5 
Graduate 37 18.0 18.0 96.6 
Doctoral 7 3.4 3.4 100.0 





Father Occupational Level 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Missing 17 8.3 8.3 8.3 
Owner/partner 23 11.2 11.2 19.5 
Executive/senior 9 4.4 4.4 23.9 
Middle management 29 14.1 14.1 38.0 
Low management 27 13.2 13.2 51.2 
Professional 59 28.8 28.8 80.0 
Entry-level 35 17.1 17.1 97.1 
Home-based business 5 2.4 2.4 99.5 
Homemaker 1 0.5 0.5 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Mother Education 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Missing 9 4.4 4.4 4.4 
Below high school 16 7.8 7.8 12.2 
High school 84 41.0 41.0 53.2 
College/technical 20 9.8 9.8 62.9 
Undergraduate 51 24.9 24.9 87.8 
Graduate 23 11.2 11.2 99.0 
Doctoral 2 1.0 1.0 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Mother Occupational Level 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Missing 15 7.3 7.3 7.3 
Owner/partner 5 2.4 2.4 9.8 
Executive/senior 4 2.0 2.0 11.7 
Middle management 15 7.3 7.3 19.0 
Low management 9 4.4 4.4 23.4 
Professional 53 25.9 25.9 49.3 
Entry-level 37 18.0 18.0 67.3 
Home-based business 7 3.4 3.4 70.7 
Homemaker 60 29.3 29.3 100.0 










  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid Single 39 19.0 19.0 19.0 
Married 151 73.7 73.7 92.7 
Divorced 14 6.8 6.8 99.5 
Widowed 1 0.5 0.5 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Adults Now 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid 0 38 18.5 18.5 18.5 
1 108 52.7 52.7 71.2 
2 41 20.0 20.0 91.2 
3 12 5.9 5.9 97.1 
4 4 2.0 2.0 99.0 
5 2 1.0 1.0 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Kids Now 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid 0 142 69.3 69.3 69.3 
1 29 14.1 14.1 83.4 
2 24 11.7 11.7 95.1 
3 8 3.9 3.9 99.0 
4 2 1.0 1.0 100.0 
Total 205 100.0 100.0         
Caregiving 
  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative Percent 
Valid No 183 89.3 89.3 89.3 
Yes 22 10.7 10.7 100.0 
















Letter of Information and Consent  
 
Perceptions of career empowerment   
 
Principal Investigator 
Prof. Alison M. Konrad 
Address Rm 3330 
Ivey Business School 
City London 
Province/State Ontario 
Postcode/Zip N6G 0N1 




Additional research staff 
 
Mirit K. Grabarski (student) 
University of Western Ontario 
Ivey Business School 
1255 Western Road 
London, Ontario N6G 0N1, Canada 




1. Invitation to Participate 
You are being invited to participate in this research study aimed at exploring career 
empowerment - the sense of control people have over their careers. We are interested in 
looking at your perceptions of factors that enabled you to control your career. 
 
 
2. Why is this study being done? 
The purpose of this project is to develop and validate a new construct of career empowerment. 
In total, three studies are planned: (a) a qualitative stage which aims to identify major themes 
regarding career empowerment (b) the development of items which the basis for a new 
185 
 
quantitative measure, and (c) validating the measure in the general population. The current 
request is for the qualitative study which will allow us to identify several initial themes regarding 
to how people perceive factors that enabled them to control their careers, and/or factors that 
limited their control. 
 
3. How long will you be in this study?  
Your participation will only take approximately 45 to 60 minutes  
 
4. What are the study procedures? 
You are invited to complete a face-to-face or a phone interview where you can share your career 
story. The interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed. If you do not consent to audio 
recording, handwritten notes will be taken. Then the interviews will be analyzed using qualitative 
theme analysis procedure. Following the analysis, the researchers will email you the themes from 
your interview for verification and validation purposes. 
 
5. What are the risks and harms of participating in this study? 
There are no known or anticipated risks or discomforts associated with participating 
in this study.  
 
6. What are the benefits of participating in this study? 
We seek to understand factors that impact people’s sense of control over their careers, which in the 
future can help predicting career success and career satisfaction, as well as improve career 
counselling techniques 
 
7. Can participants choose to leave the study? 
Yes. Participants can leave the study at any time. If you decide to withdraw from the study, 
you have the right to request withdrawal of information collected about you. If you wish to 
have your information removed please let the researcher know. 
 
8. How will participants’ information be kept confidential? 
The researcher will keep any personal information about you in a secure and confidential 
location for a minimum of 7 years.  
 
A list linking your study number with your name will be kept by the researcher in a secure 
place, separate from your study file. We will store all participants information in a secure 
server at Ivey Business School.  
 
While we do our best to protect your information there is no guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. If data is collected during the project which may be required to report by law we have 
a duty to report. Representatives of The University of Western Ontario Non-Medical 
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor the 
conduct of the research.   
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If the results of the study are published, your name will not be used. 
 
9. Are participants compensated to be in this study? 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Thus, participants will not be compensated for 
their participation. 
 
10. What are the rights of participants? 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide not to be in this study.  Even if you 
consent to participate you have the right to not answer individual questions or to withdraw from 
the study at any time. If you choose not to participate or to leave the study at any time it will 
have no effect on you. 
 
We will give you new information that is learned during the study that might affect your decision 
to stay in the study.   
 
You do not waive any legal right by expressing your consent to participate in this study. 
 
11. Is there any potential conflict of interest? 
The researchers do not declare to have any conflict of interest to conduct this study.  
 
12. Whom do participants contact for questions? 
If you have questions about this research study please contact [Principal Investigator: Alison M. 
Konrad – akonrad@ivey.uwo.ca - +1-519-661-3215.  
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of this 
study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics (519) 661-3036, email: 
ethics@uwo.ca.  
 










Project Title: Perceptions of career empowerment  
 
Study Principal Investigator’s Name: Prof. Alison M. Konrad 
 
I have read the Letter of Information, have had the nature of the study explained to me and I 
agree to participate. All questions have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
I understand that I may be quoted anonymously in a future publication and that, if so, all attempts 
will be made to disguise my identity.   
 















Participant’s Signature:  
 _______________________________________________ 
 




My signature means that I have explained the study to the participant named above. I have 
answered all questions. 
 




Signature:      
 ______________________________________________ 
 







Verbal Recruitment Script  
 
 
Hello [Name of contact], I am working on my PhD thesis with my supervisor Prof. Alison Konrad 
and I am looking for people who might want to share their career story. The interview will be about 
factors that promoted or inhibited their career development, and that increased or decreased their 
control over their career. 
If you know anyone who might be interested in being interviewed for the study, would you please 
give them my business card so that they can contact me if they want? 
 
*If no, I will thank them for their time and say good-bye* 
 
*If yes, I will give them a few business cards* 
 
 
Do you have any questions? 































Letter of Information and Consent 
 
Project Title: Career empowerment – construct validation 
 
Principal Investigator:   
Prof. Alison M. Konrad 
Rm 3330, Ivey Business School 
London, Ontario N6G 0N1 




Ms. Mirit Grabarski 
472 Platts' Lane London, Ontario N6G 5E4 
Telephone (226) 973-2844 
*Email: mgrabarski.phd@ivey.ca  
 
Introduction: 
You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by researchers at the Richard Ivey School 
of Business about career empowerment, since work is an important aspect of an individual's life and the 
society's economy.  The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the information required to make an 
informed decision regarding your participation in this research study. 
  
Purpose of the Study: 
The purpose of this study is to develop and validate a new construct of career empowerment, and to build 
an instrument to measure this construct. 
  
Duration: 
This is an online study and we expect the study to take about 15 minutes to complete. 
  
Procedures: 
If you agree to participate in this study, we would ask you to complete an online questionnaire in which you 
will be asked about your career, as well as some basic questions about your personality and demographic 
factors. 
  
Potential Risks and Discomforts: There are no known or anticipated risks or discomforts associated with 
participating in this study. 
 
Potential Benefits to Participants and/or Society: You may not directly benefit from participating in this 
study but information gathered may provide benefits to society as a whole which include a better 
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understanding of people’s sense of control over their careers, which in the future can help predicting career 
success and career satisfaction, as well as improve career counselling techniques. 
  
Participation and Withdrawal: 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide not to be in this study.  Even if you consent to 
participate you have the right to not answer individual questions or to withdraw from the study prior to 
submitting your responses.  As this is an anonymous online survey, once you submit your responses, you will 
be unable to request withdrawal of your data as we will be unable to identify your individual data to remove 
it from our dataset. 
  
Confidentiality: 
The researcher will keep any information collected as part of this study in a secure and confidential location 
for a minimum of 7 years. Your survey responses will be collected anonymously through a secure online 
survey platform called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access authorizations to 
protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is in Ireland, where privacy standards are 
maintained under the European Union safe harbour framework. The data will then be exported from 
Qualtrics and securely stored on Western University's server. This is an anonymous online survey, meaning 
that no identifiable information will be collected. Representatives of The University of Western Ontario Non-
Medical Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor the conduct of 
the research. 
  
Compensation for Participation: 
You will be compensated for your participation in this study in accordance with your prior agreement with 
Qualtrics. 
 
Rights of Research Participants: 
If you choose not to participate or to leave the study at any time it will have no effect on your position (e.g., 
professional standing). You do not waive any legal right by consenting to participate. 
  
Who to Contact with Questions: 
If you have questions about this research study please contact Prof. Alison M. Konrad, Ivey Business School. 
Email:akonrad@ivey.uwo.ca  
  
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of this study, you may 
contact The Office of Human Research Ethics (519) 661-3036 or 1-844-720-9816, email: ethics@uwo.ca.  
  
Consent: 
 Completion of this survey is indication of your consent to participate. If you would like to receive a copy of 
any potential study results, please contact prof. Alison M. Konrad at the email address shown above. 
  
This letter is yours to keep for future reference.  
I agree I have read the Letter of Information, have had all my questions answered, and consent to 
participate. 
 
 Continue  [direct to survey] 
 Not interested  [re-direct to thank you page] 
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Appendix I3: Approved Letter of Information and Consent (Study3) 
 
 
Letter of Information and Consent 
 
Project Title: Career empowerment – nomological network 
 
Principal Investigator:   
Prof. Alison M. Konrad 
Rm 3330, Ivey Business School 
London, Ontario N6G 0N1 




Ms. Mirit Grabarski 
472 Platts' Lane London, Ontario N6G 5E4 
Telephone (226) 973-2844 
*Email: mgrabarski.phd@ivey.ca  
 
Introduction: 
You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by researchers at the Richard Ivey School 
of Business about career empowerment, since work is an important aspect of an individual's life and the 
society's economy.  The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the information required to make an 
informed decision regarding your participation in this research study. 
  
Purpose of the Study: 
The purpose of this study is to test potential antecedents and outcomes of a new construct named career 
empowerment, and to assess its incremental validity above and beyond existing constructs. 
  
Duration: 
This is an online study. There will be three questionnaires that will be given two weeks apart from each 
other. We expect that each questionnaire will take about 15 minutes to complete. 
  
Procedures: 
If you agree to participate in this study, we would ask you to complete three online questionnaires, two 
weeks apart from each other. In these questionnaires you will be asked about your career, as well as some 
basic questions about your personality and demographic factors. 
  
Potential Risks and Discomforts: There are no known or anticipated risks or discomforts associated with 
participating in this study. 
 
Potential Benefits to Participants and/or Society: 
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study but information gathered may provide benefits 
to society as a whole which include a better understanding of people’s sense of control over their careers, 
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which in the future can help to predict career success and career satisfaction, as well as improve career 
counselling techniques. 
 
 Participation and Withdrawal: 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide not to be in this study.  Even if you consent to 
participate you have the right to not answer individual questions or to withdraw from the study prior to 
submitting your responses.  In addition, if you complete one or two questionnaires and then decide to not 
take part in the next steps, this will be considered a withdrawal and your response will not be analyzed. 
However, as this is an anonymous online survey, once you complete all three questionnaires, you will be 
unable to request withdrawal of your data as we will be unable to identify your individual data to remove it 
from our dataset. 
 
Confidentiality: 
The researcher will keep any information collected as part of this study in a secure and confidential location 
for a minimum of 7 years. Your survey responses will be collected anonymously through a secure online 
survey platform called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access authorizations to 
protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is in Ireland, where privacy standards are 
maintained under the European Union safe harbour framework. The data will then be exported from 
Qualtrics and securely stored on Western University's server. This is an anonymous online survey, meaning 
that no identifiable information will be collected. Representatives of The University of Western Ontario Non-
Medical Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor the conduct of 
the research. 
  
Compensation for Participation: 
You will be compensated for your participation in this study in accordance with your prior agreement with 
Qualtrics. Compensation is separate for each questionnaire you complete. 
 
Rights of Research Participants: 
If you choose not to participate or to leave the study at any time it will have no effect on your position (e.g., 
professional standing). You do not waive any legal right by consenting to participate. 
  
Who to Contact with Questions: If you have questions about this research study please contact Prof. Alison 
M. Konrad, Ivey Business School. Email: akonrad@ivey.uwo.ca  
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of this study, you may 
contact The Office of Human Research Ethics (519) 661-3036 or 1-844-720-9816, email: ethics@uwo.ca.  
  
Consent: Completion of this survey is indication of your consent to participate.  
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, please contact prof. Alison M. Konrad at the 
email address shown above. 
  
This letter is yours to keep for future reference.  
I agree I have read the Letter of Information, have had all my questions answered, and consent to 
participate. 
 
 Continue [direct to survey] 
 Not interested [re-direct to thank you page] 
193 
 
Appendix J: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between the Career 
Empowerment Factors (Sample 4) 
 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Self-determination 5.25 1.38        
2. Competence 5.61 1.32 .80**       
3. Impact 5.50 1.33 .70** .71**      
4. Meaning 5.73 1.21 .80** .80** .85**     
5. Focus 5.53 1.44 .76** .84** .72** .81**    
6. Growth 5.27 1.50 .78** .75** .79** .81** .77**   
7. Relationships 5.13 1.46 .73** .75** .74** .77** .79** .77**  
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